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PART I 


THE TRANSITION AND EXPANSION FROM 
JEWISH TO GENTILE CHRISTIANITY 


CHAPTER I 
THE GOSPEL AS A NEW JUDAISM FOR PALESTINE. 


he antecedents of the Christian Church were Jewish. It 
4t originated in Palestine. The history of Judaism forms its 
background. Its Bible was Jewish; the sacred Scriptures that 
moulded the religious life and thought of those who constituted 
the early Church were the Law and the prophets. Its founder, 
Jesus of Nazareth, was a Jew. He was born in Palestine, and 
lived and died in the land of his birth. His knowledge of the 
world was largely circumscribed by the geographical boundaries 
of his country. He was taught the rudiments of learning in 
the synagogue. His religion was that of his people; he was 
circumcised,’ took part in the worship of the synagogues,’ and 
kept the Sabbath and Jewish feasts.* Nothing in his recorded 
teachings gives evidence that he was acquainted with the 
religious life and literature of the great nations of his day: 
of Egypt, Rome, Greece and the Orient. Nor does it appear, 
either in his private life or public teaching, that he contemplated 
the abolition of the Jewish ritual law.* His life work embraced 
no mission to the Gentiles. He said:> Ovx dreoraXny ef uy ets 
Ta TpoBara Ta arodwhdra otkov Iepajr. Hence, his disciples 
were all Jewish. Not even proselytes were numbered among 
his personal followers. The apostles and the few hundred dis- 
ciples he left behind him were all reared in Palestine. On the 
day of Pentecost after the crucifixion of Jesus, one hundred 


1 Luke 221. 2 Thid. 4.16. 3 Tbid. 22 7-13. 4 Matt. 517-19. 


5 Ibid. 1594. Cf. Mk. 7 24-30. 
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and twenty disciples and three thousand converts constituted 
the first Christian church’. The converts had come from the 
various provinces of the Roman empire, but without exception 
they were Jews’. The church began its career in Jerusalem. 
under the shadow of the Jewish temple.® 

But it was a progressive movement in Judaism that had 
arisen with John the Baptist and Jesus in Palestine. The 
primitive church at Jerusalem retained connection with Judaism. 
The Jews did not regard the Christians as apostates since they 
did not assume an aggressive attitude nor lay themselves open 
to the charge of violating the Jewish law. However, while 
the disciples did not as yet wear a distinctive name, they 
differed from their Jewish brethren in believing that the Messiah 
had already come. They declared openly:* drt kai kuptov avrov Kat 
Xpiorov érroinoey 6 Meds, TOUTOY TOV Incouv Sy ves ETT AVvpHTATE. 
They not only insisted that the Messiah had come, but that 
he would soon come again, to restore the kingdom.’ They 
were therefore citizens, not of the present age, but of the 
glorious era soon to be inaugurated. Many of them shared 
their possessions with the poor disciples from a quickened 
sense of brotherhood."' The fact that their Messiah had come 
did not affect greatly their attitude toward the Jewish ritual. 
Jesus had not instructed them to cease observing it. They 
therefore continued their daily worship in the temple.” 

But they were different from many of the Jews in regard 
to the traditions of the fathers. Jesus had taught them not 
to follow the example of the scribes and Pharisees, who 
emphasized the ceremonial in worship and neglected the ethical.** 
He taught that God desires mercy rather than sacrifice, and 
that clean hearts are essential and not clean hands.” While 
such teaching tended to emancipate the moral from the cere- 
monial, its effect on the primitive church was not to cause in- 
difference to the Jewish law.'° They continued to read the 
same Bible as their Jewish brethren. And they read in it the 


8 Acts Lis. 7 Tbid. 2 5-11. 8 Ibid. 2 46. 9 Ibid. 2 36. 
10 Thid. 3 20, 21. 11 Tbid. 2 45. 12 Thid. 246, 31. 13 Matt. 23 2-86. 
14 Thid. 9 13. 15 Tbid. 15 19, 20, 16 Tbid. 21 20. 
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prophecies of the coming Messiah and the establishment of his 
earthly reign in a different light from before, since some of 
the prophecies had just been fulfilled,” and they were awaiting 
the speedy fulfillment of the others.%* And there grew up along 
side of this Old Testament, gradually, a body of gospel tradition 
which was ultimately placed on a par with their authoritative 
Scriptures. The disciples were guided by the same spirit of 
God that inspired Moses and the prophets. But in a new 
sense they realized his abiding presence and activity. They | 
believed that God was now giving his spirit to all;° and that 
certain favored ones, filled with the spirit, were able to perform 
many signs and wonders and mighty works.”° They still attended 
the regular Jewish ‘services in the synagogues. They also met 
as Christians for religious worship and fellowship,” taking food 
together in a way that made it no ordinary meal,?* eating the 
Lord’s Supper in grateful remembrance of Jesus. They practiced 
baptism,” as did John the Baptist® and the Essene community,” 
but the baptism of the disciples was made in the name of 
Jesus Christ.” 


We have, in the primitive church, a new Judaism for Palestine. = 


The Christians did not separate from the Jews voluntarily. 
The death of the Apostle James?” and the persecutions that 
followed were steps toward division. The first Christians in 
Palestine had no thought of establishing a community separate 
from Judaism. Their ambition, their hope, was to be the true 


| 


“remnant of Israel” found faithful at the final consummation | 


of God’s plans. 


17 Matt. 116-20; 216-21, 25-28, 34, 35; 3 22-24. 18 Thid. 3 20, 21, 25. 
19 Acts 2 16-21, 38, 39. 20 Ibid. 2 43. 21 Thbid. 242. 22 Thid. 2 46. 
23 Thbid. 2 41. 24 Matt. 35,6. 25 Josephus, Bell. Jud. Bk. 2 viii. 
26 Acts 238; 816. 27 Tbid. 12 2. 
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CHAPTER II 
THE SPREAD OF CHRISTIANITY TO THE GENTILES. 


beh years the primitive church did not include the Gentiles 
in its limits of gospel effort.1 The forces contributing to 
the spread of Christianity to others than the Jews were not 
yet developed. The church numbered among its members many 
of the Diaspora.? Owing to their environment, they had broader 
sympathies and more tolerant views than their brethren at 
Jerusalem. This element affected profoundly the policy of the 
church, and disturbed not a little the harmony that had existed. 
Friction soon arose between the two elements, occasioned by 
the distribution of food to the poor members,* with the result 
that the church appointed seven men to relieve the apostles 
of this part of the administration. Prominent among those 
seven was Stephen,® a Hellenist of broad sympathies for the 
Gentiles and of liberal tendencies toward the Jewish ritual 
law. He believed that the gospel was not to be bound by 
Jewish limitations. Soon this aggressive leader aroused the 
antagonism of certain Jews in the synagogues, who vainly 
attempted to refute him. Then, according to Luke, they accused 
him before the council of speaking words against the holy 
place and the Law, saying Jesus would change the customs 
of Moses.” The result was, Stephen suffered martyrdom,® a 
great persecution of the Christians began, and the disciples 
were scattered over Judea,? Samaria’, and even as far as 
Phoenicia, Cyprus, and Antioch’’. Wherever they went, they . 
preached the gospel, but only to the Jews.!° Then Peter, on 


1 Acts 11109. 2 Thid. 2 5-11. 3 Thid. 6 1-2. 4 Thid. 6 2-6. 
5 Thid. 6s. 6 Ibid. 6 9, 10. 7 Ibid. 6 11-14. 8 Tbid. 757-60. 
9 Ibid. 82. 10 Thid. 11ig. 
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an evangelistic tour, went to Caesarea, and there baptized a 
Roman centurion ened Cornelius." Peter had become con- 
vinced that the man was worthy of Christian fellowship, So 
he not only baptized him but remained with him in his home 
several days on terms of friendly inti 3. Tn his report to 
the church at Jerusalem Peter won their approval for baptizing 
Cornelius." This at once raised the question of admitting 
Gentiles into the church. The Jews of the Diaspora had 
frequently received certain Gentiles as adherents who had 
joined with them in worship in the synagogues.*® These adherents 
regarded their new brethren as a sort of superior people, 
‘commissioned to teach them religion. No doubt the Jerusalem 
Christians regarded Cornelius and his household as proselytes. 
Some of the members reproved Peter for eating with Cornelius. — 
That was an open violation of the Levitical food laws. The 
prejudices of many Jerusalem Christians were altogether too 
strong for that. The subsequent incident at Antioch” proves 
that such a course was approved neither by James, who ad- 
mitted, nor by those who denied, the legitimacy of Gentile 
conversions. Peter seems thereafter not to have repeated it. 
“The question about Cornelius’ relation to the Jewish ritual law 
was left unsettled. Being an exceptional case, it did not, 
according to Luke, bring the issue into prominence. 
“Meanwhile, among the disciples who had fled to Antioch 
from Jerusalem, were natives of Cyprus and Cyrene, who, upon 
their arrival preached the gospel to the Gentiles.15 Their 
efforts were rewarded with great success. Many Gentiles became 
Christians.*° Here was founded the first Gentile Christian 
Church. It rapidly rose to importance, and was for many years 
the most influential church among the Gentiles. The founders, 
being Hellenists, shared the views of Stephen in regard to the 
Jewish ritual law, and adopted a policy which would have 
been impossible -in Palestine, — they did not enforce that law 
upon the Gentile Christians. The effects of his policy were 


‘11 Acts 10 47, 48. 12 Thid. 10 34. 13 Tbid. 10 48. 14 Ibid. £1 as. 
‘15 Thid. 13 43,50; 1614. ° - 16 Tbid. 11 2,3. 17 Gal, 211 ff. 
18 Acts 11 20. ~ 19 Thid. 11 21. His 
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far reaching in their consequences. A movement had been 
launched whose success was to surpass that of the mother 
church at Jerusalem. The founders of the church at Antioch 
preached the gospel as independent of the Jewish ritual law, 
and admitted both Jews and Gentiles to Christian fellowship 
on equal terms. Circumcision and the Levitical food laws 
were found to be serious barriers to the success of the work 
among the Gentiles. No doubt it was after many experiments 
and careful deliberation that the Antioch missionaries decided 
that observance of these Jewish requirements should neither 
be a test for entering the church nor for approved conduct 
within the church. Jew and Gentile ate together and worshipped 
together, bound by the common faith and fellowship in Jesus 
Christ. Some time passed before official notice by the Jerusalem 
church was taken of this departure from the authorized customs. 
Barnabas was then appointed to go to Antioch to investigate.” 
Barnabas was a Hellenist,2 and a man of high character and 
influence.”? When he saw the situation, he approved it. Far 
from restraining the disciples in their new found freedom from 
the ritual law, he so sympathized with them that he himself 
entered heartily upon the work.* 

Meanwhile another great leader had been working in 
Syria and Cilicia,°®? who was destined to champion the cause 
of Gentile Christianity. That leader was Paul. Like Stephen, 
he was a Hellenist.2° He had been brought up at Tarsus of 
Cilicia, and had received a scribal education at Jerusalem.2® 
Later he became a violent persecutor of the Christians.2” His 
zeal for strict scribal Judaism knew no bounds. He was 
conscientious,” intensely religious, a man of strong convictions. 
He was zealous for the traditions of the fathers, and lived as 
a Pharisee.” At some time within the period from 30 to 35 
A. D. within a few months after the martyrdom of Stephen, 
Paul, who was present and approved of his death,*° became 
a Christian.** His reaction from the extreme position of 


20 Acts 11 22. 21 Thid. 4 36. 22 Thid. 437; 1124. 23 Tbid. 1123. 
24 Thid. 11 26. 25 Gal. 1 21. 26 Acts 223, 27 Ibid, 22 4,5. 
28 Thid. 23 «. 29 Thid. 23 6. 30 Ibid. 81. 31 Ibid. 9 7-19. 
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Pharisaism forced him to abandon the strict observance of the 
ritual law, especially in its relation to Gentiles, with the result 
that he failed to gain the confidence of the churches in 
Palestine.*? He therefore went to Tarsus whence he was called 
by Barnabas to assist in the work at Antioch. Great success 
attended his efforts at Antioch.** Many Gentiles became 
Christians without circumcision and its attendant obligations 
to the ceremonial law. The result was far-reaching. A new 
religious movement had been established, distinct from J udaism, 
and free from the requirements of Jewish ritual. Recognition 
of the detachment of Christianity from Judaism was made in 
the rise of a new name, “Christian”. It was in Antioch that 
the disciples first received this name®®, 


- 32 Acts 9 26. 33 [bid. 11 25, 96. 


CHAPTER III 


THE FREEING OF THE GENTILE CHRISTIANS 
FROM JEWISH RITUAL LAW. 


he freedom of the Gentile Christians from the Jewish ritual 

law was a foregone conclusion, if Christianity was to become 
anything more than a sect of the Jews. The trend of thought 
among the Hellenistic Jews in general contributed to help secure 
this freedom. Josephus, for example, knew many Hellenistic 
Jews who held that circumcision, Sabbath keeping, and in 
short the entire ceremonial law was non-essential. The ad- 
mission of uncircumcised Gentiles to Jewish fellowship had 
already been practiced by Hellenistic Jews.2 The tendency 
away from particularism found expression in the Christian 
community at Antioch. The result was a type of Christianity 
less Judaic than that at Jerusalem, by its universalistic 
characteristics made attractive to Gentiles,* who believed in 
Jesus as the Messiah, and sought membership in the Kingdom 
of God, but without desiring to submit themselves to the Jewish 
ritual law. Paul and Barnabas learned on their first missionary 
journey that the Jews as a body were adverse to Christianity,‘ 
and that the Gentiles, while responsive to the gospel mission, 
would not become Jews in order to become Christians.’ Paul 
preached redemption through Jesus Christ and taught that 
the Gentiles need not be circumcised nor otherwise keep the 
ritual law of Judaism.° He honored the mother church at 
Jerusalem, but made it plain that her limitations and restricted 


1 Schiirer, Jews in Time of Jesus, 22; pp. 318, 314. Ex. Josephus 
Antiq, 202,5. 2 McGiffert, The Apostolic Age, p. 160, J osephus, Ant. 147,92. 
3 Acts 120,21. 4 Ibid 18 44,45. 149,19. 5 Ibid. 13 47-49. 6 Thid 15 1,2. 
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view of Christianity could not be imposed upon the Gentile 
world.” The church at Jerusalem and the other Palestinian 
ehurches adhered rigidly to the observance of the ritual law. 

About 47 A. D. the element in the Jerusalem church that 
was most strongly opposed to gentile Christianity sent, according 
to Luke, emissaries to Antioch for the purpose of checking 
the new movement in violation of the ritual law. They insisted 
that no uncircumcised person could be saved®. The Christian 
leaders at Antioch, foremost among them Paul and Barnabas, 
knew that Gentiles could not be forced to observe the ritual 
law, and the issue was earnestly discussed. The matter had 
to be settled. Disagreement with the Jewish Christian church 
at Jerusalem had been forced upon the church at Antioch. 
Division was inevitable unless an agreement could be reached 
on the conditions of membership for the Gentiles. The church, 
therefore, appointed Paul, Barnabas, and some others to go 
to Jerusalem, and to confer with the apostles and elders. 
When this conference was held, three distinct tendencies were 
represented : therewas theJ udaistic Christian tendency, occupying 
the extreme position, demanding of everyone conformity to the 
whole law as a condition of salvation.” Paul calls them vbevd- 
adéAqous, olrives mapeanAOov KaTacKoTica Thy éevOepiar 
jyov."" Again, there was the Jewish Christian tendency, 
represented by those who, while adhering to the whole law, 
were less extreme in their views than their Judaistic brethren.” 
They insisted that all Jews should keep the law, but it is clear 
that they were not insistent on this point as respects the 
Gentiles. They were not Pharisaic in type; their leaders, 
the apostles, had imbibed much of the spirit of Jesus, who 
had emphasized the ethical rather than the ceremonial in his 
teaching. Then there was the Gentile Christian tendency, 
represented by the delegates from Antioch, who held that the 
Jewish ritual law was not to be insisted on for Gentiles.” 
Paul and his associates made an effort in the conference to 
effect an adjustment, by which division could be avoided, and 


7 Acts 15 2-4,6. Gal. 2 3-5. 8 Ibid. 151. 9 Ibid. 15 2. 
10 Ibid. 15 5, 24, 11 Gal. 24, 12 Acts 15 7-29. 13 Tbid. 15 9-4. 
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at the same time the freedom of the Gentile Christians from 
observing the ritual law of the Jews be guaranteed.* We 
have two different accounts of this conference, one in Acts 15 1-29, 
the other in Gal. 21-10. It seems that the Judaistic element 
insisted that Paul yield this freedom he was seeking for the 
Gentiles. This the apostle refused to do. He knew from ex- 
perience that the demands of the Judaizers were utterly im- 
practicable. He was sure of his ground; he was, in fact, right 
if Christianity was to become a universal religion. James, 
Peter, and John who were leaders of the church at Jerusalem 
then did the only thing possible under the circumstances — they 
made an agreement with Paul and Barnabas, conceding Paul’s 
principle for the Gentiles, each recognizing the other’s work. 
Paul and Barnabas were to go unhampered in their chosen 
work to the Gentiles, and the other apostles to the circumcision. 
Gentile Christianity was thus recognized by the apostles. Paul 
and Barnabas were given the right hand of fellowship.© This 
fellowship was more than personal recognition; it involved 
mutual interest and sympathy in the work. Paul was to 
evangelize the Gentiles without requiring Gentile Christians 
to be circumcised, while the Jerusalem apostles were to maintain 
the whole law. 

The success which Gentile Christianity had already achieved 
made it possible for Paul to secure this concession at Jerusalem. 
The growing work had become so important that it could not 
be ignored. The Judaistic element, meanwhile, though failing 
to accomplish its purpose, was still firmly opposed to Gentile 
Christianity. 

By the understanding reached at Jerusalem between Paul 
and the original apostles, the problem of Gentile Christianity 
was partly solved. James, Peter, and John requested Paul 
to send alms from the Gentile churches to the poor Jewish 
Christians at Jerusalem. This Paul gladly consented to do.% 
Such assistance from the Gentiles would make the Jerusalem 
Christians feel more favorably disposed toward them, and 
might further the cause of union. And, so long as the two 


14 Gal. 2 1-10. 18 Thid. 27-9. 16 Tbid. 2 10. 
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fields lay wholly apart, no foreseen occasion of friction 
would arise. But the real problem was, how to get the 
Jewish and Gentile Christians to recognize each other as 
brethren and work together in the same community. Under 
the limits of the Jerusalem agreement separating the two 
bodies, this was stil] impossible. 


CHAPTER IV 


THE JEWISH CHRISTIANS WHO WOULD NOT 
CONCEDE FREEDOM FROM THE RITUAL LAW TO 
THE GENTILES. 


he Judaistic Christian tendency among the Christians at 

Jerusalem had been silenced at the conference, but not 
suppressed. From it there arose continuous and persistent 
opposition to the apostle Paul and to the cause of Gentile 
Christianity, of which he was the foremost missionary. An 
opportunity to manifest this opposition soon arrived. 

In the church at Antioch Jews and Gentiles worshipped 
and ate together as Christian brethren. With them the ritual 
law was not an issue. The Jewish Christians did not allow 
the Levitical law on clean and unclean food to bar them from 
social fellowship with the Gentile Christians. From Paul’s 
viewpoint the situation was satisfactory. The gospel had removed 
the social barrier between Jewish and Gentile Christians. The 
apostle Peter came up from Jerusalem to Antioch, perhaps 
to investigate the condition of the church. Falling in with 
the custom established there he joined with the Gentile 
Christians who did not conform to the Jewish ritual pre- 
scriptions.’ The eating together of Jews and Gentiles in the 
same church was an essential matter which the concordat at 
Jerusalem had not included. Had there been any Gentile 
Christians at Jerusalem, Peter would probably not have eaten 
with them; fundamentally he held with James and John. But 
Peter could adjust himself to exceptional cases, as he had 
already done in the case of Cornelius. He was impulsive and 
friendly; it was natural that he should have entered into table 


1 Gal. 211-12. 
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fellowship at Antioch notwithstanding the conservative conduct 
of the Jerusalem church, and of himself while there. 

‘No trouble arose until emissaries from James at Jerusalem 
arrived when Peter withdrew from eating with the Gentile 
Christians.° The Jewish Christians there did the same, including 
Barnabas.* The division of Jewish and Gentile Christians was 
now complete. Paul was perhaps absent at the time, returning 
after the division had been accomplished. His feeling was 
intense, because the success of his evangelistic work was 
threatened. He called the church together and administered 
a severe rebuke to Peter.‘ Paul thus recounts the occurrence: 
E? cv ’Iovdaios UTapxov éOuxas kat ovK’ lovdaikas Cass TOS TH 
€Ovn avarykaCes TovdaiCew;' From Paul’s point of view, Peter 
had committed a double offense—inconsistency, and violation ot 
the agreement. Peter’s inconsistency was that after eating 
with the Gentile Christians at Antioch, he changed ‘his attitude 
and would no longer do so. This made it incumbent upon the 
Gentile Christians to keep the Jewish ritual law, or to fail of 
fraternizing with the Jewish Christians. But how, we may ask, 
did Peter try avaycaCew the Gentiles to keep the law? He 
probably did not explicitly so teach, but his conduct involved 
it. The Gentile Christians were oxen for lack of circumcision, 
and of keeping the food laws.° Had he refused at first to 
eat with the Gentiles, it would have hurt Paul’s cause. But 
after doing so, and winning their confidence his subsequent 
withdrawal made the situation more serious. 

Respecting Peter’s action it is to be remembered that great - 
pressure had been brought to bear upon him from the head 
of the Jewish Christian Church. The protest of the Jerusalem 
Christians came directly from James.’ The conference at 
Jerusalem had settled that Gentile Christians need not be 
circumcised, but had not even discussed — much less settled — 
whether Jewish and Gentile Christians should eat together. 
Jewish Christians were therefore under obligation, James 
and the Jerusalem church held, to maintain the ritual law 
and to abstain from eating with any and all who refused to 
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do so. Therefore delegates were sent to Antioch, not to 
confer on this matter, but to insist on Jewish regularity. The 
pressure of Jerusalem upon the Jewish Christians of Antioch 
must indeed have been very great. xai cuvvrexpiOncay avT@ 
(Peter) Kat of ANorot lovdaior, date cai BapvaBas cvvarnyOn 
avtav TH UToKpice.’ It is also to be remembered that Peter’s 
eating with the Gentiles was for him the exceptional thing, 
not his later refusing to eat. It was not want of character 
that made Peter yield; rather, since his work was to be among 
Jews, he must not destroy his influence with them. He could 
not live like Paul and preach to the Jews. 

Paul, on the other hand, boldly defended the principles of 
the gospel which he had found needful in his own mission. 
He demanded that the Jews should so far yield their adherence 
to the ritual law as to admit of full fellowship with Gentile 
Christians. Otherwise the Palestinian churches and the Pauline 
churches became distinct divisions of the Christian movement. 
Paul had little to do with the apostles at Jerusalem or with 
the Palestinian churches; and they in turn had little to do with 
the Gentile churches. Paul doubtless failed to carry the 
Antioch church with him, even after the pressure from Jeru- 
salem had been removed, although the Antioch Christians were 
mainly Gentiles and belonged to the Pauline field. 


7 Gal. 213. 


CHAPTER V 


THE OPPOSITION OF THE JUDAIZERS TO PAUL 
IN THE GALATIAN CHURCHES. 


ts the first missionary tour, and the working out of the 
two main principles of the Gentile mission — the first 
at Jerusalem, the second at Antioch — Paul went forth again 
for further evangelization. This was his second missionary 
tour, on which he aimed to confirm the churches he had 
already established, and to plant new ones farther west. The 
difficulties were great, as he had to face the bitter opposition 
of the Jewish synagogues, besides confronting the many obstacles 
of the Graeco-Roman world. But his labors now were to be 
increased by the hostile activities of the Judaizing Christians. 

Previous to the conflict at Antioch, Paul’s visits to the 
cities of Galatia had resulted in the founding of four enthusiastic 
churches.'! The people were full of faith and cherished a strong 
feeling of loyalty and love for him. But suddenly a great 
change took place. Their relations with Paul became strained. 
Their enthusiasm for him waned.2 Emissaries from Jerusalem 
had arrived. Their argument was a strong one: Jesus himself, 
the promised Messiah, was a Jew. His blessings were for Jews 
only. To this the convenants with Abraham and Moses bore 
witness. The essential prescriptions of the law were still in force. 
Jesus had observed them, and all his apostles were still obeying 
them. Therefore they attacked Paul. They claimed he was 


‘4 Acts 1813 — 1426. 

2 The writer accepts the theory that Paul’s letter to the Galatians 
was addressed to the four churches at Derbe, Lystra, Iconium, and Antioch 
of Pisidia. This theory has been ably defended by Ramsay, Bacon, Burton, 
Zahn, McGiffert and others. The theory favoring churches in North 
Galatia is advocated by Moffatt, von Dobschiitz, Schiirer, and others. 
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not a true apostle. He had never even seen Christ, much less 
had he received from him such a high commission. Paul’s 
gospel was only human. He was really a false teacher of the 
gospel, who had led them astray. They impugned Paul’s honesty. 
They asserted that he preached circumcision to Jews and un- 
circumcision to the Gentiles; it was with him anything to win 
a following — he was trying to please men.’ 

These Judaizing Christian emissaries had considerable success 
in their efforts. The Galatians had listened to them and were 
in danger of apostasy from Paul’s free gospel. They were on 
the point of yielding to the determined efforts, authoritative 
injunctions, and specious arguments of the new missionaries. 
Gentile Christians in the Galatian churches had many of them 
first come to acquaintance with their new religion through 
the Jewish synagogues. Paul himself had appealed to the 
Old Testament prophecies, and so did his adversaries. It was 
hard for these Galatian Christians to understand Paul’s principle 
of grace, but easy to understand the simple plea, for the law. 
So they were in danger of turning against their father in the 
gospel, to give heed to the new preachers, Paul’s opponents. 
But the situation was not beyond remedy. Paul was far away 
in Greece or Syria, preaching the gospel. When information 
reached him concerning the situation, he wrote to his converts 
a forceful, convincing letter, appealing to them to stand fast 
in the gospel as he had taught it to them: OavuaGw Ste obras 
TAXEws peratiberOe ard TOU KaXéoavTOS Uuas ev XapeTe Xpicrov 
eis Erepov evayyéduor, ® ovx éoTw GAAo.* There is no tone of 
compromise or conciliation in his letter: eZ Tus Uuas evayyeAiCerar 
map 6 mapeAdBere, avabena érrw.® Again he says: GANG Kat 
éav Hucis 7 ayyedos &€ ovpavot evayyeNonrat duiv Tap o TapeNa- 
Bere, avaQena éorw.® 

He is indefinite in his reference to his opponents, but he 
understood them. He had met them on two occasions before; 
and he knew what they preached. They had taught that 


3 The Judaizing argument in the above paragraph is reconstructed 
from Paul’s replies found in his letters to the Galatians and Corinthians. 
4 Gal. 16,7. 5 Ibid. 19. 6 Ibid. 1s. 
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except the Gentiles be circumcised, they could not be saved.’ 
They had prescribed special days and feasts.* He writes: 
7ipepas Taparnpeiabe kai uivas Kat Karpovs Kat énavrous.® He tells 
the Galatians that if they are depending upon the observance 
of the whole law to secure their salvation, they must render 
a complete obedience to it. "Exuarapatos ras bs ovk éupéver 
Trac Tos yeypaupevors ev TH BiBlw TOO vduov TOD ToRoa abr.” 
If they are circumcised, they are obligated to keep the entire law, 
and will receive no benefit from Christ. "Ide éya [latdos Aéyw buiv 
dT éav TepiTéuvyaOe Xpurros iuas ovdev wpeAijoet. MapTvpopat 
dé waAw TavTi avO pare TEpLTEUVOMEeVD OTL operérns eativ dXov 
TOV vOoMoV Toyoae: © 

‘Paul assigned to his opponents another motive for preaching 
circumcision: to avoid persecution. The circumcised Christians 
were received into the Jewish fold and shared the privileges 
of the chosen nation. Paul, then, or anyone who would hinder 
such an advantageous move, could only be their enemy, charged 
the Judaizers.” . 
\ But to win a complete victory in Paul’s territory, they must 
Nestroy his influence. They placed the Apostle on the defensive 
fo maintain his right to his high office. They held that he 
thould subject himself to the Jerusalem apostles and preach 
the gospel as they preached it: that he was acting against the 
constituted authority of the whole Christian movement when 
be gave the gospel to the Gentiles free from circumcision and 
food prescriptions. 

Serious charges, these. The accusers were apparently ac- 
baited representatives of the leading apostles and the mother 
church, at Jerusalem. The situation for Paul was critical; his 


/ churches might be misled, and his reputation was at stake. 


In his reply no attempt is made to conciliate his opponents. 
On the contrary, he makes plain their motives, and writes in 
unsparing terms of condemnation. His opening words.are a 
a strong statement of his authority as an apostle: [lavAos 


4 4 
_amooToAos, ovK ar avOpwmev ode dv avOperov adda ota 
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"Iyoot Xpiorov kat Qeou maT pos TOU eyEipayTos QUTOV €K vexpov.** 
Then, after pronouncing anathemas upon his opponents, he 
defends his gospel declaring that he received nothing from 
the apostles at Jerusalem but de’ aroxaninpews Incot Xpirtov.™ 
He recounts vividly his divine call and commission to the 
Gentiles; his experiences with the apostles, and pevdaded por 
at Jerusalem and Antioch, maintaining that if they are still 
justified by law, apa Xpuoros Swpeav aré0avev.* He then hurls 
back at his opponents the same unworthy motives they had 
attributed to him. 

The Judaizers had actually gained a few proselytes and 
others were observing holy days. A general yielding to the 
Judaizing gospel threatened. Paul was in distress over his 
spiritual children, and wrote: ovs TaAW wow pEeXpis OF popPwy 
Xpiords ev dpi.” Hope and fear are manifest throughout 
the epistle. That he finally succeeded in restoring his supremacy 
is certain.!” These churches afterward responded heartily to 
his call for the collection. Timothy of Lystra became his 
most trusted helper, and certain Galatians accompanied Paul 
on his final journey to Jerusalem.” 


12 Gal. 11. 13 Jbid. 1 12. 14 [bid. 2 21. 15 Thid. 410; 6 12. 
16 Tbid. 4.19. 17 Acts 18 23. 18 Tbid. 161. 19 Thid. 204. 


PART II 


JEWISH AND GENTILE CHRISTIANITY 
IN CORINTH. 


GHAPTER VI 
JEWS AND GENTILES IN THE CORINTHIAN CHURCH. 


knowledge of Paul’s previous experiences with the Judaizing 

Christians at Jerusalem, at Antioch, and in the Galatian 
churches contributes much to an understanding of the complex 
situation at Corinth, When Paul was making his second 
missionary tour, he sailed from Troas and crossed over into 
Europe, landing at Neapolis.’ After preaching the gospel in 
various cities, including Philippi, Thessalonica, and Athens, 
he came to Corinth.? This was, at that time, the most important 
city of Greece. The former Greek city of Corinth had been 
destroyed in the year 146 B.C. by the Roman army under 
the consul Achaicus.* A hundred years later Julius Caesar 
rebuilt the city for military purposes, colonizing it not with 
Greeks, but with Italians — freedmen and soldiers of Caesar’s 
army.‘ At first the Greeks avoided the city. But by Paul’s 
time Corinth had again become a Greek metropolis, the capital 
and chief commercial city of the whole province of Achaia. 
The descendants of the Italian colonists had become Hellenized. 
The favorable location caused the new Corinth to grow rapidly, 
so that it soon recovered the business and prestige of the earlier 
period.» Corinth was cosmopolitan in character. It was the 
natural meeting place of the East and the West.’ In addition 
to the Greeks and Italians already mentioned, the population 


1 Acts 1611. 2 Ibid. 16 12—181. 3 Homer called it Sdpveuby TE 
Képwor Il. 2570. Cicero called it totius Graeciae lumen. Pro lege Manil. 5. 
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had been increased by a large oriental element that had 
overflowed into Achaia. Cenchreae, the eastern port, was 
even more Asiatic than European. Among the orientals at 
Corinth were many Jews, who in that period located in con- 
siderable numbers at the great commercial centres of the 
Mediterranean world. The edict of the emperor Claudius, 
expelling all Jews from Rome, no doubt increased appreciably 
the Jewish population at Corinth.’? The cosmopolitan character 
of the city was evident, not only from the representatives of 
the different nationalities living there, but also from the religions. 
There were temples of the Hellenistic cults, a temple of the 
Aphrodite Pandemos, whose worship had been imported from 
Phoenicia, and a Jewish synagogue. The moral standards of 
the city were very low, as contemporaneous literature well 
attests. ® 

Corinth, the metropolis and the capital of the Roman province 
of Achaia, the chief city of Greece in commercial activity, 
political importance and population, attracted the apostle Paul. 
Here were excellent material and opportunity for a large, 
strong, influential church, which would become a great strong- 
hold and centre of the Christian movement. Hither came 
people from every part of the Roman Empire. The gospel 
preached at Corinth would be carried by those who heard it 
to the various provinces from which they came. Paul, therefore, 
with good reason selected Corinth as the field for some of his 
most active missionary labors. Following a visit to Athens, 
Paul came to Corinth. He entered upon the gospel mission 
there with some timidity and apprehension, because it was 
the largest and most difficult work he had undertaken. He 
lodged with Aquila and Priscilla, exiled Jews from Rome, and, 
in order to support himself, labored with them at making tent 
cloth.” At once he began to preach, as was his custom, in 
the Jewish synagogue.” His success in winning converts to the 
gospel soon aroused Jewish antagonism. Being compelled to 
withdraw from the synagogue, he continued his evangelizing 
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in the house of one of his newly gained converts, Titus Justus. *! 
In the meantime, Timothy and Silas had joined Paul from 
Macedonia.” Encouraged by his success, he, with their 
assistance, continued his labors in the city for eighteen 
months.” The animosity of the Jews increased, with the 
result that Paul was arrested by them and brought before 
the Roman proconsul Gallio, who referred the case back to 
the Jewish synagogue for settlement as a matter to be treated 
by Jewish, rather than by Roman law.“ A Christian Church 
was established containing perhaps one hundred and fifty or 
two hundred members. 

Of the Corinthian Christians, a minor number were Jews,” 
whom Paul had converted while preaching in the synagogue 
at Corinth, and subsequently. Aquila and Priscilla aided Paul 
in his efforts to establish Christianity in Corinth; whether they 
were Christians before they met Paul cannot be determined. 
Perhaps the most important Jew in the new church was 
Crispus, the ruler of the synagogue in Corinth, previous to 
the baptism of himself and family by Paul.'° These and other 
Hellenist Jews with perhaps some who had recently come 
from Palestine, formed a considerable Jewish element- 
possibly twenty-five percent of the Corinthian church. Titus 
Justus,” in whose house Paul preached after he had left the 
synagogue, was an influential member of the church. He was 
in a position to protect Paul and his hospitality made it 
possible for Paul to continue his work of evangelization. 
Whether Titus Justus was a Jew or a Gentile is not known. 
Stephanas and his family were Paul’s first Achaian converts." 
Whether they were Jews or Gentiles cannot be determined 
Stephanas became prominent in the work of the church. 

At least three-fourths of the Christians at Corinth were in 
all probability Gentiles. Among these may perhaps be mentioned 
Gaius, and Erastus, the city treasurer;!* also Fortunatus and 
Achaicus, probably slaves, who were subsequently bearers of 
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a letter from the church to Paul.” So many of the Christians 
were Gentiles that Paul afterward wrote to them en masse as 
having once been idolaters. "O.dare Sri Gre €Ovy ATE TPOS Ta 
elowva Ta apova ws dv nryerOe amaryouevo.”? They belonged to 
the element that in Paul’s view might have known God by 
nature, but had failed to do so. While a few of the members, 
especially Jews, had good moral standards of conduct, the 
large majority, before becoming Christians, had been ac- 
eustomed to the laxer morality for which Corinth, like any 
large commercial city, was noted. The new converts did 
not, for the most part, come from the higher strata of society. 
There were a few persons of wealth, scholarship, and high 
social standing, but the majority were uneducated, and poor, 
being artisans, wharf-laborers, slaves, and nondescripts. Paul 
thus addresses them: Bdézere yap tyy KAjow duov, aded oi, 
dT ob ToAXot copot Karo. capKa, ov 7oANoL dvvaTol, ov oAAOL 
evyevets."> The representatives of all classes met together at 
the common meal, which was to accomplish an actual brother- 
hood between them regardless of their social differences. The 
factious spirit in the church, however, often defeated the 
purpose of the meal.” 


20 1 Cor. 1617. 21 Thid. 122. 22 Thid. 1 26. 23 Tpid. 11 17-22. 


CHAPTER VII 
THE FACTIONS AS SEEN IN I CORINTHIANS. 


he character of the early Christians in Corinth was not 

of a kind to insure a well ordered, harmonious congregation. 
Such a mixed population in a new city would lack the aristo- 
cracy that is ordinarily developed by the presence of old 
families. The people constituted a proletariat, lacking in 
respect for authority, restless, and of an independent spirit. 
It is doubtful whether the young church had men who were 
able to become recognized leaders. At least there is no trace 
of such organization in the correspondence between Paul and 
the church. Even the women asserted their liberties, so 
aggressively as to disturb the order of the public worship.’ 
Litigations occurred among the members, who, unable to agree 
among themselves, carried their dissensions before the Roman 
courts.2 The party spirit therefore soon appeared, and factions 
disturbed the peace and welfare of the church. 

Atter concluding his ministry in Corinth, Paul proceeded 
to Ephesus, accompanied by Aquila and Priscilla.’ A. little 
later, Apollos, a Hellenistic Jew of Alexandria, visited the 
church at Corinth and preached effectively. He had previously 
been in Ephesus, and had favorably impressed the Corinthian 
Christians there, who sent him to Corinth with lettters of 
commendation.* Paul, it seems, had previously written a letter,® 
‘now lost, to ihe church after his departure, giving advice on 
certain vital topics. Sections of the letter were misunderstood 
by some with the result that the church sent three members 
with a letter to Paul, asking for explanations.’ About the 
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same time certain persons connected with the family of Chloe 
informed Paul of the factious spirit in the church.* Paul had 
learned, by rumor and otherwise, of serious moral lapses 
among the Christians, of disorder at the Lord’s Supper, and 
of skepticism, on the part of some about the doctrine of the 
resurrection. But what alarmed him most of all was the 
contentious spirit which threatened to destroy the church. 
He therefore immediately wrote a long letter to the Corinthian 
Christians, sending it by Timothy, Stephanas, Fortunatus, 
and Achaicus,® in which he dealt with the various problems 
of the church, but first and chiefly, with the factions.” These 
factions were of recent origin. They had not yet developed 
into separate groups, as all met together in one congregation, 
and united in sending a letter of inquiry to Paul. Nevertheless 
Paul regarded them as serious and hastened to check the evil. 

In the second" letter that he wrote them Paul specifically 
names the parties. There are four of them. Their adherents 
have set up the party watchwords. Exya pdv efut IlavAov,’ Eye 
de AwodXd, "Eyo dé Kya, "Ey dé Xpirrov. '2 There were 
doubtless some Christians who had not lent their support to 
any of these factions. 

It is easy to account for the Pauline party. It was composed 
of the Apostle’s particular friends and partisan defenders. 
Since Paul was the founder of the church, it is but natural 
that when parties began to develop the one who established 
the Christians in their new relationship should have a strong, 
loyal following. Stimulated by the zeal of other partisans, 
his friends had, so Paul thought, exalted him too highly." 

It is also easy to account for the Apollos party. The 
brilliancy of Apollos had attracted a devoted following, but 
not until he had left Corinth did the watchword develop '"Eyw 
de Aro\XO, even in opposition to Paul. Apollos, while at 
Corinth did not preach a doctrine differing materially from 
that of Paul. He had been associated with Aquila and Priscilla 
at Ephesus, and from them had learned much of the Apostle’s 
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teachings. Being a polished speaker, drilled to a certain 
extent in the rhetoric and philosophy of the Alexandrian 
schools, he probably had a more pleasing manner than did 
Paul, whose presence and speech were discounted in comparison. 
Perhaps the Alexandrian use of allegory in interpreting the 
Scriptures also contributed to make him a favorite of many. 
It is probable that the followers of Paul and Apollos were 
Gentiles, and that they differed in doctrinal views no more 
than did the men whose names they adopted in party cries." 

It is not so easy to account for the Cephas faction. The 
question is at once raised: Had Peter before this time been 
at Corinth? Dionysius, bishop of Corinth in the second century, 
maintained in a letter to Rome that Peter once visited the 
city. This is possible, but improbable. Certainly if he had 
preached there before Paul wrote I Corinthians, mention 
would have been made of it in a letter. Full credit is given 
by Paul to Apollos for his share in the work,’ but while 
Peter is mentioned respectfully, he seems to have had nothing 
to do with the church at Corinth. The party that bore his 
name was in all probability led by Jewish Christians from 
Palestine, who had been with Peter, and possibly had been 
baptized by him or his disciples. Paul’s apostleship was an 
issue in the church when he wrote I Corinthians.'° The only 
way in which such an issue could arise would be by certain 
Christians maintaining that he was not on a par with the 
original twelve apostles. Paul’s own Jewish converts would 
be the last to raise such an issue. We must, therefore, look to 
the arrival of Jewish Christians, possibly from Palestine, who, 
having affiliated with a church that was exalting party leaders, 
chose the name of Cephas for their party cry. No doubt 
they found in Corinth some Hellenistic Jews, and possibly a 
few devout Greeks, who, owing to their former association with 
the synagogue, would be influenced by the use of Peter’s great 
name. Such a party doubtless believed that at least all Jewish 
Christians should observe the Jewish ritual law. Like Peter 
it would not be hostile to Paul nor to Gentile Christianity. 
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Still more difficult is the attempt to define the Christ party. 
Some think it was identical with the Cephas party.!” Others 
think it did not exist. So little is said about it in I Corinthians 
that were it not for later data its existence might well be 
questioned. Its work and influence were then too immature 
to call for special consideration. Judging from Paul’s letter, 
the movement was an exclusive one. The party members 
arrogated to themselves certain special relations to Christ, 
certain knowledge and privileges that the other members of 
the church as yet did not have. They were followers of the 
example of Christ in ways the others were not. They formed, 
as it were, an inner circle, of which he was the centre.?® ° 

These four parties represent, locally, certain tendencies 
and influences that had for some time been forming in the 
primitive Christian Church, and which were gradually crystal- 
lizing into movements more or less definite in character. The 
(Pauline party represented the most genuine type of Gentile 
‘Christianity, standing for freedom from the ceremonial law of 
the Old Testament, and for liberty in the gospel of Christ. 
It is probable that the immature Corinthian Christians abused 
their liberty,’ influenced as they were by their environment 
and former habits of life, and that this abuse reacted against 
Paul in favor of his Jewish opponents. The ¢ pollos’ party, 
also Gentile, doubtless represented the Greek Christians, who, 
exalting Hellenic wisdom, sought to find in the gospel a new 
wisdom that would appeal to their intellectual tastes. However, 
it is probable that the Greeks seeking wisdom in the Corinthian 
church” were by no means confined to the Apollos faction. 
The Cephas party, composed chiefly of Jews, was the result 
of a tendency originating in Palestine, conservative, holding 
to the observance of the ceremonial law for all J ews, but in 
favor of peace and compromise with the Gentile Christians, 
There was also an exclusive tendency in Palestine, represented 
by the zealots for the ceremonial law, who insisted that all 
Gentiles must be circumcised, and keep the ceremonial law 
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as did the Jews, in order to be saved. These extremists were 
very hostile to the Apostle Paul. They are known as Judaizers, 
There is some evidence that they were at work in Corinth. 
The charges made against Paul in Galatia seem to have been 
made here also. His defense of his apostleship would hardly 
have been made under other conditions.”1 The question of his 
right to financial support that he had neither asked nor received 
would not otherwise have been raised. by the Corinthian 
Christians.” There is a trace of this influence in the narrow, 
exclusive — Christ. faction. But the movement was not yet 
sufficiently developed to call for further treatment in the letter, 
and our data therefore on this point are meagre. We must 
look to Paul’s subsequent correspondence with the church for 
further light in this matter. In fact, when Paul wrote 
I Corinthians, none of these factions were fully developed. 
The lines were not yet sharply drawn. When Stephanas and 
others brought Paul a letter from the church, neither they nor 
the letter mentioned the factions. It is possible that the three 
brethren represented different factions. Paul received his in- 
formation from an unofficial source.?> It was not the extent 
of the division but the divisive tendency that alarmed him. 
This aroused him to write immediately, before the factions 
developed a bitterness of feeling that would render reconciliation 
impossible. 

Paul’s treatment of the situation favors the view that he 
did not consider it hopeless. Instead of championing the party 
of his own adherents and strengthening them against their 
opponents, he deals with all the parties together, shows the 
folly and weakness of the party spirit, and emphasizes the 
unity and wholeness of the church.* He deplores the fact 
that Christ’s name should be used as a party shibboleth.” 
He regrets deeply that his own name should have been used 
as a party watchword when his adherents had not been baptized 
into his name, nor had he been crucified for them.*® His was 
not so distinguished a mission. He was only to preach the 
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gospel, effectively symbolized by the crucifixion of Christ.°’ 
In his judgement the shame of the cross was one of the roots 
of their divisions.2* The cross did not appeal to the Jewish 
element; they sought miracles and signs. In fact the cross 
was to them a stumbling block. To the Greeks, on the other 
hand, the cross was an absurdity. They were seeking wisdom. 
Neither element could reconcile the cross with God’s power 
and wisdom. Hence, there were Gentile Christians who, in 
their dissatisfaction with Paul’s preaching, were attracted by 
the philosophy and rhetoric of those who were to them more 
pleasing speakers. And there were Jewish Christians who 
wanted a different gospel; for them redemption through the death 
of Jesus was insufficient. Paul reminds the church that he 
did not attempt to preach a philosophy, nor did he attempt 
a rhetorical gnostic interpretation of the gospel.” He loves 
wisdom, to be sure, but it is a higher type than the Hellenic. 
God has revealed it, not in the classics of the wise, but by 
his spirit.*° He exclaims: oi codes; rod ypaupareds; rot 
ouvCyT Tas TOU alovos TOUTOU; OvX! éuwpavey 6 Oeos THY codiay 
TOU KOT pov; eeioy yap év TH copia Tov Oeov ovK &yvw 6 Kdcpos 
oua THe coias Tov Oeoy evdoxnorey 6 Beds dia Tijs pwpias TOU 
KNPUYU“ATOS THTM TOS TIZTEVOVTAS. émeidy Kat ‘lovdaioL onueia 
airovcw Kat “EAXyves cocpiav Cirouew nueig O€ Kn pvc oopmev 
Xpurrov éxravpoucvor, “lovdaios ev oKxavdarov 2Ovecw dd 
pwpiav, avrois de Toi KAnTOIs, lovdatots Te Kat "EdArou, Xpurrov 
Beod dvvamy Kat Oso copiar.*! 

The trouble with the Corinthian partisans is that they have 
not enough of God’s spirit. Their dissensions are proof of this.*? 
As long as they are contentious, and jealous, and lacking in 
the unity that characterizes Christians, they are far from the 
ideal of what Paul thinks Christians should be. When one 
declares himself a partisan of Paul, and another of Apollos, 
they prove that they do not possess the spirit of God.*3 To 
Paul it is plain, not only that the Corinthians have a wrong 
conception of the gospel, but. that they have perverted ideas 
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about the character and work of those who preach the gospel, 
hence their dissensions over the preachers. He then declares 
the real position occupied by Apollos, himself, and the other 
teachers of the gospel. They are only humble servants in 
God’s hands, each with his own task to perform. Paul and 
Apollos had contributed their efforts to the planting and 
furtherance of the gospel, but all growth comes from God alone.** 
Paul then proceeds to show to the Corinthians the error 
of enlisting under human leaders. The Christian’s heritage is 
universal, not partial. Instead of the Christian belonging to 
Paul, or Apollos, or Cephas, these and all other teachers belong 
to the Christian. The Christian belongs only to Christ, and 
Christ to God.*> He warns them against constituting themselves 
as so many human courts to pass judgement on himself, a 
conceit foreign to their own calling, and a prerogative that 
belongs only to Christ.*® 
Paul concludes his treatment of the parties by applying 
his comments to himself and Apollos, with whom he was on 
friendly terms. It is noticeable that Peter’s name is not 
mentioned in this connection. Evidently as cordial. relations 
did not exist between Paul and the Cephas party as existed 
between Paul and the Apollos party. One need not look far 
to find the reason. Paul’s apostleship had been questioned.*’ 
Certain ones desired to examine his credentials. He was not 
placed on a level in privileges ws Kat of Aovrot GmooToA Kat 
of adeAot Tod Kupiov Kai Kyas.** These objections came from 
Palestine. To his Corinthian converts Paul was an apostle. 
They were the seal of his apostleship.** The Corinthians never 
would have raised this question. It is explicable on the assumption 
that Jews from Palestine had entered the Corinthian church, 
or at least that their anti-Pauline propaganda had made 
itself felt at Corinth. Certain mild Jewish Christians, of weak 
conscience and scrupulous, had probably yielded to the Judaizers, 
as did Peter before them,“ and hence adopted the name of 
Cephas as their party watchword. Because of their Jewish 
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background they had more affinity with the Christ party than 
with those of Paul and Apollos. Paul appears very guarded 
in what he writes about the Jewish factions. His comparative 
silence has been construed to indicate that there was no such 
element at Corinth as the Christ party. The epistle, however, 
seems to make room for the presence of the Judaizers of 
Palestine. Paul had met them as opponents four times before.*! 
At Antioch he contended against them earnestly in behalf of 
Gentile Christianity. He met them at the conference in Jeru- 
salem,‘? when he obtained from the apostles the concession 
that Gentiles need not keep the Jewish ceremonial law. He 
met them again at Antioch,** whither they came to oppose 
Paul’s interpretation of the conference agreement and to correct 
Peter. Into the Galatian‘* churches the same movement had 
sent emissaries to destroy Paul’s influence with his churches, 
and to fasten upon the Gentile Christians observance of the 
Jewish rituallaw. It is possible that they have now reached 
Corinth. Wise from their experience with Paul in Galatia, 
they would be cautious about demanding immediately that all 
Gentile Christians be circumcised, although Paul seems to 
anticipate such a move. He, therefore, introduces the subject 
in his letter, insisting that circumcision or uncircumcision is 
nothing. He urges all who became Christians without circum- 
cision not to be circumcised.*® Unless Paul feared Judaizing 
influence, he would hardly have mentioned circumcision in the 
letter. It is possible that Paul had better knowledge of the 
purpose and methods of the Christ party than his letter 
indicates. These opponents in their first efforts were content 
with the breaking down of Paul’s influence with the church. 
To this end they spared no pains. They questioned his authority 
as an apostle,’ and belittled his personality. They were 
employing strategy to accomplish their ends. They had not 
yet come out into the open. So Paul, who probably under- 
stood the situation in the light of his previous experience, 
thought best to defer special action against them. He, 
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therefore, in this letter, reproves the factious members 
all together, threatens to visit them,!7 and leaves it to 
them whether he shall come with a rod, or as a kind and 
gentle father.*° 

The immediate effect of the letter was not what Paul had 
hoped. No doubt the Pauline faction and that of Apollos 
accepted Paul’s rebuke in good spirit, and followed his advice. 
We hear no more from Paul about them. The principles upon 
which they were based were not fundamental. But those who 
denied Paul’s apostleship and authority were only made more 
hostile and determined. With them, his letter, instead of 
correcting the evil, seemed only to aggravate it. The opposition 
was continued by the most exclusive faction. We hear no more 
from Paul about the Cephas party. Probably some of its 
members obeyed the requests in Paul’s letter, and others, the 
more radical ones, were absorbed into the Christ faction, and 
dominated by it. By the latter, the opposition to Paul became 
violent, and for a time it seemed that the Apostle’s influence 
and usefulness at Corinth were at an end.*° 


47 1 Cor. 418,19. 48 Thid. 421. 49 This situation 
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CHAPTER VIII 
THE FACTIONS AS SEEN IN [I CORINTHIANS. 


larmed over the new situation in Corinth that had developed 
A since the reception of his letter dealing with the parties 
and other troubles in the church, Paul made a hasty visit to 
Corinth in an attempt to effect by personal effort what he had 
failed to do by correspondence.' The difficulty took the form 
of a personal attack upon the Apostle. Finding that it was 
not advisable to remain in Corinth, Paul. hastened back 
to Ephesus. 

The situation he left behind him in Corinth was far more 
serious than the one dealt with in I Corinthians. We ‘hear 
no more of the Apollos and Cephas factions as such, nor of 
the Pauline party, except an allusion to Paul’s especial defenders. 
The’ Christ faction, however, of which so little is said in 
I Corinthians, had now acquired a position of dangerous in- 
fluence in the church. The facts about this exclusive party, 
which was composed of Paul’s strongest opponents, are some- 
what elusive; but there are certain fixed points that enable 
as to describe it in outline. 

The following are the characteristics of these opponents: 

1. They had come from abroad; at least the leader or 
leaders had,* and Paul speaks of them in the third person, 
us though they were not members of the Corinthian church.' 
They brought letters of commendation. 

2. They were Jews,® and boasted of their nationality and 
prerogatives. 'They were Hebrews, Israelites, and the seed 
of Abraham. 
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3. They claimed the especial authority of Christ in an ex- 
clusive sense, which they denied to Paul.’ They claimed to 
be Christ’s ministers,* and boldly and aggressively they asserted 
these claims. 

4. They openly attacked the apostleship of Paul, assigning 
to him authority, rank, and a ministry inferior to their own.? 

5. Apparently, they came from Palestine. There is no 
definite record that such was the case. But the assumption 
is in harmony with all the known facts. Their implied associations 
with Jesus, and their superior airs all point to Palestine, and 
to the mother church at Jerusalem. We do know that Palestine 
had just such Christians as are here described; and that 
emissaries had been sent out by them to other Gentile Christian 
churches founded by Paul, to accomplish a work similar to 
that undertaken in Corinth. We do not know that such emissaries 
were sent by extra-Palestinian churches. In Antioch; however, 
they had been “brought in.”?? 

6. They were Judaizers. They claimed to be diacovor diucato- 
cvvys'! (Law), and their ultimate purpose was to enslave 
(kxaradovAovv) the Corinthians, as they had attempted to 
enslave (caradovAobv)* the Galatians to the Jewish ritual law. 
The word used by Paul is identical in both. passages and is 
used by him nowhere else. The situation was, to a large extent, 
the same in Corinth and Galatia. Objection is made that we 
find no evidence of Judaizing effort in Paul’s allusions to them. 
In fact 2 Corinthians 3 is a strong anti-Jewish apologetic. 
The Palestinian Judaizers, as we learn in the epistle to the 
Galatians, had previously sent out emissaries with two objects 
in view: To destroy the influence of Paul in his Gentile churches, 
and to induce all Gentile Christians to observe the Jewish 
ceremonial law. This second object, however, after the explicit 
pronouncement of the Pillars,‘ could no longer be insisted on 
as de rigueur. Even Galatians already shows that it was urged 
now merely as a counsel of perfection. In Galatia the Judaizers 
had failed in both respects. They had perhaps discovered by 
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the time of 2 Corinthians that the Gentile Christians, as a 
class, would refuse circumcision. The Judaizers in Corinth, 
therefore, were content, for the present, to undermine Paul’s 
influence and authority with the church, hoping afterward, no 
doubt, to convert the Gentiles to observance of the ritual law 
as far as practicable. 

7. They demanded and secured financial support for their 
preaching, and attributed wrong motives to Paul because he 
preached the gospel without charge. They even hinted that, 
through his agents, Titus and others, he was raising large 
collections, ostensibly for charitable purposes, but really for 
private emolument.' 

8. They were good speakers, bold and aggressive, and they 
ridiculed as weakness Paul’s mildness and consideration in 
speech and appearance.” 

9. Instead of doing pioneer missionary work as Paul and others 
were doing, they followed up Paul and entered his well-worked 
field. The plan of work betrays the character of the proselyter. '® 

10. They accused Paul of cowardice when he was present 
with the Christians, and attributed to him courage only when 
he was absent.’® He was also vacillating.»° 

11. They charged that he had worldly ways and motives?! 
and that he had used deceit in winning the Corinthians.” 

12. On the other hand, these opponents were accused by 
Paul of using deceit.2*> According to his judgment they were 
false apostles, and ministers of Satan; likewise they were 
pretending to be workers of righteousness. 24 

13. He charged his opponents were enslaving the Christians 
at Corinth, devouring them, exalting themselves, assuming an 
air of importance, and even of treating the Corinthians brutally. 

14. He believed that they were preaching a doctrine funda- 
mentally different from that which he himself taught. It was 
another Jesus, a different spirit and gospel from what the 
Corinthians had learned from him. 
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Paul could not leave the situation to settle itself, Feeling 
keenly the personal insult received during his hasty visit, and 
the humiliating failure of his personal efforts to improve con- 
ditions, he wrote another letter to the church, making a desperate 
effort to free the Corinthians from the influence of his Judaizing 
opponents. He was in great mental anguish when he wrote. 
He reported afterwards that he wrote in tears.” He felt that 
his future friendly relations with the church were at stake. 
The Corinthians recognized that he had been wronged by an 
offender, yet they were in no mood to come to Paul’s defense. 
His opponents seem to have antagonized Paul in a way to 
humiliate the Apostle greatly. He left in anger and sent 
Titus with a severe letter intended to test their loyalty to 
their apostle.” 

Is this severe letter identical with 2 Corinthians? Evidently 
not, for Paul there refers to it as a past event.2° 1 Corinthians 
does not fit the conditions. But it is not necessary to consider 
the letter wholly lost, for in 2 Corinthians 10—13 we have 
a fragment of the kind of material that the situation demands. 
That these chapters were originally not part of the same letter 
with chapters 1—9, is evident from the context. Chapters 1—9 
belong to a later date. and refer to improved conditions altogether 
different from the unfortunate state of affairs in chapters 10—13. 
We assume, therefore, that chapters 10—13 are at least a part 
of the severe letter sent by Paul to the Corinthians immediately 
following his painful visit.*° 

It is in this letter contained in chapters 10—13 that we 
have the account. of Paul’s treatment of the situation. He 
begins with a warning entreaty to the Corinthians, since he 
is said to be meek and lowly in their presence, not to urge 
him when he is again with them, into open and fearless 
denunciation of his opponents, who charge him with preaching 
only for mercenary purposes, and living a worldly life. He 
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admits that he is a human being, subject to the usual human 
limitations, but insists that the weapons of the warfare he is 
waging are spiritual, made effective by the power of God. He 
announces that just as soon as the misled members themselves 
become obedient to his authority, he will be prepared to deal 
summarily with their false leaders, who are responsible for the 
defection from Paul and the true gospel.*? He suggests that 
the Corinthians are looking at things too much on the surface. 
They are judging men and motives by mere appearances. His 
opponents claim everything. If claims alone are sufficient, such 
as the Judaizers by their boasting and self-commendation have 
made, then their cause is established. But this Paul denies. 
They claim that they are Christ’s. They boast of special 
privileges and authority. But Paul glories in the authority the 
Lord gave him, and replies that he also is Christ’s®? and that 
as a genuine apostle he will not be put to shame. He knows 
his opponents and he understands them. He is dealing with 
the same emissaries as in Galatians 17. It is probable that 
he referred to them in his previous letter when he quoted the 
party cry "Ey dé Xpicrod.5* When he wrote his former letter 
he had four factions to deal with; now he has but one. The 
others have all vanished, apparently, and this one has attained 
a position of dangerous influence in the church. He would avoid 
all appearance of terrifying the church by his letters, which 
even his adversaries admit are strong and effective, in sharp 
contrast with his personality, which is weak.?t He warns the 
man who talks thus that in his work he is the same when 
present as he is when absent. He is not one thing in Corinth 
and another in Macedonia.*® He intimates that his opponents 
have fixed a standard easily reached by themselves,** and 
are judging Paul by it. He rejects’ all human standards, 
and will be guided by God alone, who included Oorinth 
in his sphere of labor.*’ Even now he is ambitious to go 
on beyond them and preach the gospel where it has never 
been heard.** Unlike his opponents, he is not trying to 
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reap the fruits of another man’s toil, that he may have 
excuse for boasting. He then turns against the Judaizers 
the charge that he was boasting of himself.®° 

Paul continues discussing his apostolic office and authority 
in the light of the objections made by his opponents. They 
have boasted beyond measure and Paul strongly disapproves. 
But the Corinthians have received their boasting in such good 
faith that the Apostle feels impelled to resort to their tactics 
though with humble and profound apologies for employing 
such means. He refers to the church as the betrothed of 
Christ,*° and is anxious that she be kept pure while awaiting 
the parousia, although he fears lest the enemy may lead her 
astray as the serpent beguiled Eve.‘*! Paul makes it plain that 
the intruders have preached a doctrine concerning Jesus, the 
spirit and the gospel, fundamentally different from that which 
he preached, and yet the church has received them graciously 
and borne with them charitably.‘? Paul asserts that not in the 
least is he inferior to these self-styled apostles.4? Even if their 
manner of speaking pleases some better than that of Paul, 
the Corinthian should think of Paul’s knowledge.‘ Paul had 
refused remuneration for his preaching at Corinth. His 
opponents had interpreted this as evidence, and in fact as self- 
acknowledgement, that he had not the full rights and privileges 
of the apostles, who received support from those to whom they 
preached.** In 1 Corinthians 96-16 Paul had already given his 
reasons for such procedure. Now he reminds the church that 
his opponents are receiving pay, to the extent of even burdening 
the people. They are trying to force Paul to do the same, 
in order to exonerate themselves in their course.** Paul, however, 
is firm. He asks the Corinthians if he sinned when he worked 
at his trade to support himself, or was supported by the 
churches of Macedonia, that he might preach to them the 
gospel for nothing.*”7 He insists that he will not change his 
course. He must be left free to follow his own plans in all 
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Achaia."* By so doing he can preserve his own independence 
and can also weaken the attacks of his adversaries, forcing 
them to cease exacting support from the church.“® Paul 
declares that they are false apostles, working fraudulently 
while assuming to be apostles of Christ. He even compares 
them to Satan, calls them of diaxovor ado, who peTarXnmagi- 
Covra de duaxovor Sicaoodvys. He predicts for them an end 
in accordance with their works.”° 

Paul may appear inconsistent, accepting support from the 
Macedonians and refusing it from the Corinthians, and this 
probably gave his opponents an excuse for charging that he 
was securing his support in an underhanded way. However, 
his pioneer work demanded freedom. While planting the 
church he had to keep free from obligations to the pagan 
communities, and young Christians whose lives he was attempt- 
ing to transform. Does he appear too severe in denouncing 
opponents? We must bear in mind that his work was threatened. 
Not only were the strangers attempting to reap his harvest; 
still worse, they were actually destroying his harvest. He was 
contending, not only for his own sake, but for the sake of the 
Corinthians themselves. Therefore he continues his self- 
exaltation, distasteful and humiliating as it is to him, that he 
may save the church from destruction. 

He charges that the impostors, as he calls them, are attempt- 
ing to enslave the Corinthians. He has in mind, no doubt, their 
similar attempt to reduce the Gentile Christians in Galatia to the 
slavery of Jewish ritual."! The opponents are even impoverishing 
the Christians in Corinth, practicing extortion, preying upon 
them, and treating them with affront.®? Such harsh treatment 
was not unusual at the hands of the Jews in Paul’s day. ** 
Especially, when in position to deal officiously with Gentiles, they 
showed a spirit of insolence, treating them as inferiors. Paul 
confesses himself unable to vie with them in such methods. * 

Again the Judaizers boast of their nationality. They are 
Hebrews, Israelites, and the seed of Abraham. Had they been 
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Antinomian Jews, as some believe, this would have been a 
strange boast to make before Gentiles. In fact, they would 
not have made it. Rather because they were Judaizers, 
attempting to enforce their ritual upon the Gentile Christians 
they boasted so much of their descent. Paul meets their boast 
squarely. He is all that they claim to be. They boast of 
their apostolic ministry.°* They had claimed to be Christ’s® 
and apostles of Christ.°* They now make much of their high 
office; their claims and pretensions far overshadow those of 
Paul. But Paul answers by appealing to his own work in the 
apostolic office. Here again apologizing for his boasting, he 
enumerates a long list of toils and sufferings for the gospel 
that probably could not be equalled by any other apostolic 
evangelist. Paul’s opponents may have labored, but it is evident 
that they have not suffered serious deprivations. In comparison 
with Paul’s sacrifices, their claims to apostolic labors appear 
greatly inferior.» The opponents are, in Paul’s judgment, 
seeking to pervert the churches already established, and 
to live comfortably from such labor. Paul has an anxious 
interest in all the churches, desiring remuneration from none, 
save that he may use it to establish the gospel in new 
fields. The opponents urge dignified comfort as the badge of 
the apostolic office. Paul spurns comfort, and cites his 
calloused hands and scarred body as the insignia of his 
apostleship. They are perhaps belittling his persecutions, and 
even refer to his flight from Damascus as an act of cowardice. 
Paul solemnly tells the simple truth about the incident, as 
sufficient refutation of their insinuation. Paul has just one 
more boast to make. 

‘They had charged that his visions and revelations were 
evidence of his madness. He refers to them, only because 
criticism has compelled him, and shows that they are God’s 
recognition of his work. Paul has kept comparative silence for 
fourteen years, as to the great privileges he has enjoyed. 
Now he is forced to speak of his marvellous visions of the 
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third heaven and Paradise,” to re-establish himself with the 
Corinthians. But he still glories in his weakness, and tells of 
his infirmity that keeps him humble.* 

Paul complains bitterly that the Corinthians, his own church, 
where he had given all the signs of apostleship, should lend 
such willing ears to rival apostles, and become persuaded that 
Paul had done wrong in refusing pay for his preaching.” But 
he knows he is right. He prepares to make his third visit to 
them with the announcement that he will continue the policy. 
In answering the charge of underhandedness through his agents, 
he challenges the church to show where Titus or any other 
messenger from him has taken unfair advantage of them.® 

The author of this severe letter questions whether it will 
have the desired effect. He fears lest when he visits them again 
he will still be disappointed in them; lest many still cling to 
the same old sinful ways; that there will still be strifes, jealousies 
and factions; and that God will again humble him as He did 
on the second visit, when Paul was so seriously offended.® 

Nevertheless, Paul plans for a third visit.*° He announces 
that he will conduct a ‘strict inquiry, and that wrongs shall, 
so far as possible, be righted.*’ Since the Corinthians seek 
proof of his God-given authority, he promises to show it without 
sparing.** But while absent, he prays that the Corinthians 
may spare him the pain of using such authority at his coming. 
If verses 11—14 are to be included in the fragment, he closes 
with an exhortation of rejoicing, urges peace and love, and 
embraces all, even his bitter enemies, in his blessing.7° 
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CHAPTER Ix 
THE LEADERS OF THE FACTIONS. 


ho were responsible for the factions that arose in the 
Corinthian church after Paul’s first visit? Movements 
of this kind usually have leaders. The factions claimed as 
their authorities the great men whose names they used in their 
party cries. These were Paul, Apollos, Cephas, and Christ.’ 

We cannot think of Paul as one who would lead or foment 
a faction. Far from encouraging or sympathizing with the 
party that used his name, he condemned it along with the 
others. With him the divisive spirit? in the church threatened 
greater evils than did the case of flagrant immorality.” He 
made it plain to all that he was the servant of the whole church, 
and not the champion of a clique. His friends had over-exalted 
him. He was not crucified for them, nor were they baptized 
into his name. Such exaltation of one of their preachers was 
evidence of a low degree of spirituality on the part of the 
Corinthians,‘ the natural outgrowth of which was jealousy 
and strife. 

While we can only conjecture in regard to the actual leaders 
of the Pauline party, we naturally assume that they were 
among the early converts whom Paul won to the gospel while 
in Corinth. Among these were the three prominent men whom 
Paul himself baptized: Crispus, Gaius, and Stephanas.° Crispus 
was the ruler of the synagogue.* It required strong influence 
on the part of Paul to induce this man with his family to 
break with the synagogue and join a new and untried venture. 
The attachment to Paul formed under these circumstances 
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would be all the stronger when efforts were being made to 
depreciate him. Gaius is probably to be identified with Paul’s 
host in Romans 16 23. He was a man who showed deep interest 
in the welfare of the church. Stephanas and his family were 
Paul's first converts in Achaia. He was a strong worker in 
the church, and was one of the three who carried the church’s 
letter to Paul at Ephesus.? He, too, was doubtless one of 
Paul’s close friends. Certain ones from the family of Chloe,® 
probably slaves, were confidential friends of Paul, and brought 
him rumors of the factions, but they probably lacked the 
elements of leadership. 

We cannot, however, explain purely on personal grounds the 
faction whose party cry was’ Eyo méy efus LadAov.8 The teaching 
and practice of Paul contributed much to crystallize into a 
faction those who approved of his attitude toward the law. He 
had preached freedom for Gentiles and had opposed the im- 
position of the law upon them. He had preached the breaking 
down of the middle wall of partition between Jewish and 
Gentile Christians to the end that table fellowship and general 
social intercourse should be practiced by all. This new freedom, 
acceptable especially to the Gentile converts, would naturally 
make Paul, its acknowledged champion, a favorite with many. 
It is probably in the Pauline faction that we should find many 
of those who were abusing their new found freedom. Here 
we should look for those who felt free to eat meat offered to 
idols; the women who asserted their right to instruct in the 
church;'? and those who abused the spiritual gift of tongues." 
Paul reproached all of these along with those of the other 
factions. He did teach freedom. To the Galatians he wrote: 
Ty ehevOepia nas X purrs ievOépucer’ oTHKeTe OV Kal my 
mwaXw Cuy@ dovAcéas evéxerOe.™ But he also taught muovoy uy 
THY éevOepiay ets adopuav Th capxi,'* There is no real freedom 
that is not guided and controlled by love. Paul himself was 
free. Ovx eiut édevOepos; he exclaims. He asserted his right 
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to eat and drink; to have a wife; to receive support for his 
work.17 But he confesses, ov« éxpyoaucba ry eLovoia TavTY, GANG 
oréyouev Wa pp TWa evKoTHY Odpev TH EvayyeAiy Xpirrod."® He 
adds also: ’EAcvOepos yap Ov ek TAVTWY TATW éuavToV edovAWCA, 
wa Tous wAElovas KEponow Kal eryevouny tois lovdaiors ws’ lovdaios, 
iva’ Toudatous Kepdijrw. Tois UTO VOMOV WS VTO VOMOV, py OV AUTOS 
id vouoy, va TOUS TO vOpoy KepdjTw ToOis aAvdmoLs WS AvOMos, MN 
dv dvouos Oeot aX’ Evvouwos Xpirrov, wa Kepdav@® Tovs avdpovs. 
evyevouny Tois acbeverw acleris, va Tous acGevets Keponow' ToL 
nacw yéyova TavTa wa TavTws Twas gHTw." It is in this spirit 
that Paul used his freedom; and it is this use of freedom that 
Paul commended to his partisans when he said: muuyrai nov 
yiverOe, caOas kayo Xpicrov.”> Those “of Paul”, imitators of 
the practice of Paul, were urged by the apostle to be his 
followers, not merely in the letter of the law, but in the spirit. 
And such imitation rendered factions impossible. 

We cannot think of Apollos as the leader of the faction 
that bore his name. He was, at the time Paul first wrote of 
the parties, at Ephesus, on intimate terms with the Apostle. 
On learning that there were factions at Corinth, he was not 
willing to accept an invitation to return and preach. After 
Paul had founded the church, Apollos had been there and 
preached eloquently. He was, perhaps, a better trained speaker™ 
than Paul. He no doubt baptized some while there, although 
the number could not have been large. His converts had never 
had anything to do with Paul. According to good Hellenic 
custom in the Mystery religions, they called themselves after 
their spiritual father. They would naturally become the leaders 
in the Apollos faction. But since Apollos’ residence in Corinth 
had been brief, and since he was not, at the time the factions 
were developing, within reach of the church, it must have been 
in a sense different from that of a merely personal following 
that certain members raised as their party cry’ E-yw dé’Awod\w.” 
They were imitators of the practice of Apollos, even as others 
were imitators of the practice of Paul. With them, the 
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controversial background of Paul was not in evidence. Their 
preacher had not been involved in the issues that stirred the 
Jewish Christians of Jerusalem. He was from Alexandria, and 
represented the spirit and method peculiar to the Alexandrian 
School. His gospel had a philosophical approach and was made 
attractive by liberal use of allegory. It is possible that his 
followers imitated him in their method of presenting gospel 
instruction, preferring the speculative method of interpretation 
to the plain, intense appeals, such as the Pauline faction had 
learned from their favorite. 

To this faction were probably drawn some of Paul's former 
converts, who, while strongly attached to their spiritual father, 
nevertheless preferred the more attractive gospel of Apollos. 
Others, especially Gentile Christians whose vices Paul had 
rebuked, perhaps joined the Greek converts who loved philosophy 
and reinforced the party. It is not probable that there was 
much friction between the champions of Paul and Apollos. 
Their differences, while far reaching, were based partly on 
taste and personal preferences, and the variation in doctrine 
did not effect a wide cleavage. No doubt the leaders of the 
Apollos party accepted Paul’s rebuke in 1 Corinthians in good 
spirit.» It is possible that Apollos himself, in some way, lent 
his influence to discourage the factional spirit at Corinth. 

Our data concerning the leaders of the Cephas faction are 
different, and they are meagre. ‘There is no probability that 
Peter had ever visited Corinth previous to the trouble with 
the factions. Nor is it probable that Paul's Jewish converts 
in Corinth had as much interest in Peter as in Paul. They 
had neither seen Peter nor heard him preach. We must look 
to outside influences, possibly to Antioch, for the main strength 
of the Cephas faction in Corinth. Jews from Palestine were 
frequently moving about or locating in the Graeco-Roman 
world. It would ‘not be surprising if Jewish Christians who 
had either known Peter or were familiar with his work had 
come to settle in Corinth. They would, like the apostles at 
Jerusalem,™* continue to observe the Jewish ritual law, and 
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would be opposed to Paul’s concessions to the Gentile Christians. 
In a situation where parties were rallying around the name of 
a favorite apostle, it is natural that those who still observed 
the Jewish ritual law and opposed. Paul’s concessions to the 
Gentiles would adopt the name of the well-known Apostle Peter. 
Whether Peter himself in any other way than by his example 
encouraged Jewish Christians in the Hellenic provinces to 
observe the ritual law, we cannot be sure. His conduct at 
Antioch, however, in withdrawing from the uncircumcised 
Gentile Christians may indicate that he was not wholly passive 
in his resistance to Paul’s anti-legalism. 

Who were the leaders of the Christ. faction? 1 Corinthians 
is indefinite on this point. Clement of Rome, who was familiar 
with this letter does not even recognize the existence of such 
a party. About 42 or 43 years after Paul wrote 1 Corinthians 
Clement addressed the church in a lengthy letter. He referred 
to the early factions thus: ér adnOelas trvevmaTixas éréaTetrev 
Uuiy Tept éauvToU Te Kat Kypa re cat AmroAAo, dia TO Kat TOTE 
mpockricas vuas merojoGa.*© 2 Corinthians recognizes the 
Christ faction to the practical exclusion of all the others. Like 
the leaders of the Cephas party, the leaders of the Christ 
faction were Jews. They had come from abroad, evidently 
from Palestine. They have the characteristics of the most 
extreme element in the Jerusalem church, the same element 
that opposed Paul?’ so earnestly when he sought the freedom 
of the Gentile Christians from the Jewish ceremonial law. It 
is the same Judaizing element as was represented in the 
delegation sent by James to Antioch” to insist that all Jewish 
Christians should observe the ceremonial food laws, and refuse 
to eat with the uncircumcised. They sent emissaries to visit 
the churches of Galatia, in an effort to compel the Gentile 
Christians there to observe the Jewish law. Wherever Paul 
established Gentile churches, there emissaries followed hin, 
and attempted to destroy Gentile Christianity as Paul conceived 
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it. They arrived at Corinth during Paul’s absence at Ephesus. 
It was a group of men from Judea, claiming to teach the 
gospel as Jesus taught it. They assumed superiority over Paul, 
claiming close relations with James and the Twelve, and the 
mother church at Jerusalem. On the other hand this claim 
was far from well-warranted. Paul’s strenuous effort to raise 
the general collection for the poor in the Jerusalem church 
indicates his interest in the Christian work at Jerusalem.2° He 
was thus carrying out an agreement he had made with James, 
Peter, and John. Conversely, there is no reason to believe 
that James or the Twelve promoted the propaganda for the 
circumcision of the Gentile Christians. One might have expected 
that the party cries would have been "Eyw mév eiue [avaAou, 
"Eyw de’AmoAX@,’ Eyen 38 Kya, Eye dé laxwBov. Paul speaks 
of the happy fellowship that Peter at Antioch enjoyed with 
the Gentile Christians, saying, po roi yap eOciv Twas ard 
‘TaxwBou wera trav Ovav cunjicOev. bre ds HAOov, bréorTeANev 
Kat apedpoCev EaUTOV, poBovpmevos Tovs ék meptTouys.*” The later 
Ebionites certainly exalted James above all the apostles. 31 
But the use of his great name by the Judaizers at Corinth 
is precluded by the more liberal attitude of James toward 
Gentile Christianity in his agreement with Paul at J erusalem. 
Paul says: Kai yvovres THY Xapw THv doOcioay uot, laxmBos Kat 
Kydas kat ’Iwavys, of doxoovres otvAor eivat, deEas Edwxay éuoi 
Kat BapvaBa kowwvias, Wa nueis ets TH €Ovn, avrot dé ets THY 
meprouny.? Freedom from the law for Gentile Christians was 
recognized by James, and Paul’s gospel for the Gentiles was 
endorsed. 

There was left, however, a. still greater name which the 
Judaizers at Corinth invoked in their party cry “Eyo dé 
Xpicro’.** They did not claim him as their personal party 
leader. He had been crucified a quarter of a century before. 
But like the followers of Paul, “of Christ” meant to them 
imitators of him whose name they exalted. They seem to have 
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known Christ in the flesh. They knew him as one born under 
the law and obedient to the law. They were therefore imitators 
of him, not as the spiritual Christ, but as the minister of 
circumcision, and adherent of the Law of Moses. They presented 
a strong appeal. It divided the church at Antioch, almost won 
over the churches of Galatia, and for a time drove Paul from 
Corinth. Paul could not refute their claim to be imitators of 
Christ. So far as externals were concerned, they had a more 
convincing argument than did Paul. But his effective reply 
lifted the issue from the low level of the law of carnal 
commandments to the high plane of spiritual life. He too was 
“of Christ.” And he appealed to all the Corinthian Christians 
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CHAPTER X 
THE JUDAIZING POINT OF VIEW. 


~ Jt is impossible to form a correct judgment of men and 
motives through an antagonist’s statement of their position 
and characteristics. The accounts we possess of the Palestinian 
Judaizers and their work during the apostolic age have been 
written largely by Paul and his associate, Luke. In the light 
of this information, it is difficult to find any grounds to 
justify the conduct of these opponents of the Apostle Paul. 
Constantly harassed by them, his reputation attacked, and his 
life work threatened, Paul used harsh terms in his numerous 
references to them, and to their methods of procedure. Such 
epithets as katacKo7ou,' Wevdader ar,” revdarrdarodor,® cpyara 
ddAtor,* Kuves,® Kaxot épyara,’ dcacovo. Daravas,® Kavxouevot,° 
karadovdovves,’ and other similar terms are frequently applied 
to them in Paul’s letters. And yet these opponents were 
Christians. More than this, they were missionaries and ministers 
of the gospel. It is difficult to withhold the verdict that they 
were men of conscientiousness, earnestness, and honesty of 
purpose, when we study from their own point of view. 
— The Judaizers had been reared in Palestine and had always 
observed the ritual law. When they became Christians they 
were not aware that their obligations to keep this law were 
in any way lessened. Though disciples of Jesus, salvation to 
either Jew or Gentile, was, in their opinion, impossible except 
by strict observance of the whole Jewish law. They remembered 
that Jesus was circumcised, and lived his whole live within 
the confines of Judaism. The Twelve Apostles, and James, 
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the leader of the Jerusalem church, continued faithfully to 
observe the whole Jewish law after the death of Jesus. 
Tradition says that James was called, even by the non- 
Christian Jews, the Just, and Oblias, because of his fidelity 
to the Jewish ordinances. Eusebius* has preserved for us a 
fragment about James which shows the earnest sincerity of 
this early Christian leader in keeping the Law: dxpiBéorard 
‘ \ ¢ a a 
ye may TA Kat’ adrov 6 Hyijourros, éxt tHe TOTS TOY ATOTTO- 
, lol ‘2 a , ) Lae ht , fal 

Kev yevojievos Svadoxiis, eV TW TEUTTH AUTOU VTOMNUATL TOUTOY 
a e A s n~ 

Neyo ioTopet TOY TPOTOY » duadéxerat THY exKANGlay META TOV 
aTOCTOAwY 6 adehpos Tob cuptou "laxwBos, 6 dvouacGels sao 

, A ra) a 
TavTwv OiKaLoS ATO TOY TOU Kuplou xpdvev méxpr Kal juav éret 
tye ’ ’ r a LY 2) , ‘ 9 cal 
modAoi ‘laxwBor éxadotvro, obTos de ék KolALas MAT POS avTOU 
v mn > ‘ , 9 eg INN cd Ny 
dytos jv, olvov Kat cikepa ovK émev ovde gurpuyov eayev Evpov 
Aa A y b) cal ° kd , .] b] , 
emt THv Ke*baAny avTov ovK avéBn, Edatov ovK Adel 
Badaveiw ovk éxpicato. TovTw povw ékhv cig Ta deta eiorévar’ 
aude yap épeotv épope adda ouvddvas. Kat povos elanpxXeTo ets 
4‘ ‘ 


aro, Kat 


TOV VaOV nUPicKETO TE Keluevos emt Tois yovacw Kat alToupevos 
4 o A” a 
uTEep TOU aod aheow, we aTeckAnKéva TE yovata avrou dikny 
. A , Py - a 
KaunAou, dia TO Get KaumTew em yor" mpockuvouvTa Tw Yew Kai 
5) a 4 a a ~ , A € ‘ a , 
atreicOar ahecw TH aw Ora yé Tor THY brepBorAHy Ths ducacocdvys 
a nS) . ew > ro ge? ¢ ‘ \ a 
avTou exaXdeiro 0 dikatos kat @BAlas,° 8 éortEAAnuoti TEeploxy TOV 
Aaov, Kai dikatocvvn ws ot mpopyra® dnrovow Tept QUTOU .. .« 
While the above is an overdrawn account of the second century, 
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transforming a Pharisaic James of the Bible to an “Essenic and 
ascetic” hero, the legalistic loyalty of the man is evident. 
When Paul obtained the great concession from the church 
at Jerusalem that he should be permitted to conduct his 
missionary work without requiring the Gentile Christians to 
observe the Jewish ritual, there was determined opposition in 
that church to the concession. So earnest were the adherents 
of circumcision for all Christians that they could not in good 
conscience feel themselves bound by the action of the leaders. 
Such Gentile Christianity as Paul preached, was, in their 
judgment, dangerous and subversive of the real purpose of the 
gospel. Paul was regarded by them as a heretic; in truth he 
was an innovator of a radical type, destroying religious customs 
that had the sanction of many centuries. These Judaizing 
Christians heard of Paul’s work at Antioch, where Jews and 
Gentiles were worshiping together in direct violation of the 
Levitical food laws. The Judaizers also learned that in Galatia 
and wherever Paul journeyed he entered into the Jewish 
synagogue and preached his new doctrine in such a way as 
to convince Jews that Christianity meant freedom from the 
ceremonial law.” That there was truth in this report was evident 
from the fact that Paul was everywhere considered a traitor 
by the non-Christian Jews, who tried repeatedly to kill him. 
His letters give frequent intimitations of the evils he suffered 
from this source." In Palestine Paul’s conduct was identified 
with that of his extreme followers, whose antinomian practices 
had everywhere shocked the Jews. Such anti-Judaism on 
Paul’s part was certain to be considered dangerous and to 
provoke serious opposition among some of the Jewish Christians. 
The incident at Antioch was sufficient to arouse Paul’s 
opponents to action. They saw that Paul was establishing in 
the Gentile field a type of Christianity different from the 
original. He was setting at nought God’s commands given as 
far back as the time of Abraham, and was in an essential 
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manner ignoring or even opposing God’s chosen people. Paul’s 
success would mean to the Jews what it meant to the Ephesian 
worshipers of Diana*— the destruction of their sacred religion. 
The Judaizers were as conscientious in Opposing Paul from 
religious motives as Paul himself had formerly been in perse- 
cuting the Christians.” 

To the strong religious motive of opposition to Paul must 
also be added a less worthy one, personal animosity. The 
Judaizers had not only been thoroughly aroused by his stinging 
rebukes at Antioch, but also had been humiliated by Paul at 
Jerusalem. Paul’s method of refuting their position was not 
one of conciliation. Seeing clearly the necessity of Jews and 
Gentiles having fellowship with each other, and disappointed 
over the defection of Peter and Barnabas, Paul condemned 
Peter and the messengers from Jerusalem.!® That such a one 
as Paul, therefore, should go unchallenged throughout the 
Gentile world, winning some Jews and many Gentiles to his 
position, was more than the Judaizers could endure. Vital 
principles were at stake. They, therefore, felt impelled, for 
the sake of the religion they loved, to organize their forces 
and send emissaries to Paul’s field of labor, to counteract his 
hurtful influence. 

It is easy to get their point of view. Their mission was 
not to found new churches, but to preach, as they understood 
it, the original gospel of Jesus. They claimed to represent 
Christ. They were seeking, and in spite of their spirit and 
method, let us say conscientiously seeking, to secure for Paul’s 
partially enlightened Gentile Christians, the privileges and 
blessings of the Abrahamic covenant. One goal they had in 
mind. All Gentiles who became Christians must be circumcised 
and observe the Jewish ritual law. There was no being saved 
without circumcision.*® It does not appear that the Judaizers 
were insistent upon all the details of their law. They did not 
emphasize minutiae. After the pronouncement of the Pillars 
against them in their test-case of Titus, even circumcision could 
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not be insisted on as a condition of salvation. The Judaizers 
were content, at least in their initial visits, to have the Gentiles 
adopt their ritualism theoretically, leaving to the future a strict 
compliance with its requirements. 

The efforts of the Judaizers in Galatia were not featured 
by personal attacks upon Paul. They relied upon the strength 
of their position and the righteousness of their cause. Failing 
by such methods, they became convinced that the only way 
to succeed was by first destroying the powerful influence of 
Paul over his converts. This had to be done before they could 
effectively preach their own interpretation of the gospel. Hence, 
when they arrived at Corinth, they did not begin by demanding 
that all Gentile Christians be circumcised, (the case of Titus 
made this really impracticable) but by denying Paul’s right 
to the apostolic office and by speaking depreciatingly of his 
personality. 2° 


20 2 Cor. 10—18. 


CHAPTER XI 
PAUL'S DEFENCE OF GENTILE CHRISTIANITY. 


aul’s view point is also clear. One might see in his strong 

language mere retaliation, aggravated by the persistent 
and ungracious opposition of his opponents. But Paul could 
endure worse than that. He is much more charitable to the 
men who beat him and imprisoned him. No, it was Paul's 
life work that was threatened. The very existence of Gentile 
Christianity was endangered, and this accounts for his ad hominem 
argument in dealing with his opponents. 

When Paul first preached to the Gentiles, his great themes 
were the contrasts between this world and the next, the flesh 
and the spirit, death and life.! His effort was an adjustment 
whereby Jewish and Gentile Christians could enter into fellowship 
with each other. But the Jews and the Judaizers forced the 
issue of the ritual law upon him,? and he was compelled to 
undertake an anti-Jewish apologetic in behalf of Gentile 
Christianity. Before the exposition of his new doctrine, there 
came the direct conflict in actual experience. First, he was 
driven from the synagogues of the Diaspora where he preached 
and drew with him a following to whom he interpreted the 
Old Testament in reference to Christianity in a way that was 
unacceptable to the Jews.’ Then, in defence of his Gentile 
gospel he was compelled to antagonize members of the church 
at Jerusalem in his effort to win for his followers liberty from 
the Jewish ritual law.* Then came the occurrence at Antioch, 
where, under the stress of strong opposition, he had to oppose 
the Apostle Peter in an effort to obtain the fellowship of 
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Jewish Christians with the uncircumcised Gentile Christians. ° 
Next he had to defend his title as the Apostle to the Gentiles. 
When his opponents invaded his own fields of labor with a 
propaganda that threatened the very life of Gentile Christianity, 
Paul met them with all the unflinching courage his rugged 
character could command. It called forth from him denunciations 
of the Judaizers in stern language and vigorous assertions of 
the dignity and importance of his own work and mission. And 
even after he had successfully defended his gospel against the 
Judaizers, he had to face another and more powerful enemy, 
the non-Christian Jews. By them he was frequently attacked, 
beaten, stoned, and imprisoned. He was maligned, denounced 
as an apostate, and plotted against until his death. So much 
for the actual struggle in which Paul was constantly engaged 
in defence of his gospel. 

The natural result of such a conflict led Paul to state, 
apologetically, his theory of Gentile Christianity. That theory 
was, in short, salvation of the Gentiles without the observance 
of the Jewish ritual law. The first great argument produced 
by Paul in defence of his theory was the annulment of this 
law. The issue was first squarely faced at the meeting of the 
Jerusalem conference. It was faced again when Paul and Peter 
met at Antioch. Paul then raised the question as to how even 
Jewish Christians are saved. He maintained it was either by 
Christ or the Jewish law, but not by both.© If a man could 
be saved by the observance of the Jewish law, then there was 
no need of the death of Christ.? Paul placed the law in the 
category of human enemies, — the Law, sin and death, from 
all of which Christ died to set us free. With Paul, redemption 
could be achieved without obedience to the Jewish rite of 
circumcision and food laws. His great task, henceforth, was 
to present this new truth to the world. 

Paul declared that the ritual law had fulfilled its mission; 
and owing to the arrival of a new dispensation, had expired 
by natural limitations.® Though believing it was divine, he did 
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not believe that it, of itself, provided salvation.*° It did not 
free men from sin, nor did it develop the true type of religion 
— of love, and trust in God. It was “weak through the flesh”. 

Another question Paul had to settle was, how to get rid 
of the obligation to this ritual law of the Jews. This is done, 
he taught, by Christ. Being from heaven, and hence free from 
that law, he voluntarily subjected himself to it, that he might 
thereby free us from it. Being sinless, Christ died for our sins, 
and suffered the curse of the law. This was in itself proof of 
the fallibility of the law and thus set us free. 

We are free from the law, because dead to it, having given 
our salvation into another’s keeping. 

After annulling the law, Paul proceeds to preach justification 
by faith. God does not owe man his reward because he has” 
observed certain ritual laws.'* God offers man, through grace, 
the gift of His love. The proper attitude toward that love on 
the part of man is faith. God, then, through His love and by 
His spirit, possesses the man. New motives impel the individual. 
Paul himself experienced this at his conversion. Therefore, 
whenever Paul had to defend Gentile Christianity against the 
champions of legalistic Judaism, he fell back upon his personal 
experience in order to maintain his position.“ 

By justification, Paul had in mind the Judgment Day, sentence 
of eternal life or eternal punishment given by God. But the 
verdict of life is anticipated at the time when the Christian’s 
career begins, with the result that sinners are at conversion 
proleptically accounted justified, forgiven, and hence free from 
sin and the fear of eternal punishment. Therefore, in his con- 
troversy with the Judaizers, he opposes justification by ceremonial 
acts with justification by faith in Christ, and urges it as a 
substitute for circumcision for entrance into the elect community. 
This doctrine Paul seeks to prove by the Old Testament. 
Righteousness and faith are juxtaposed in Genesis 15 and 
Habakkuk 2. The fact that Abraham was justified by faith 
several centuries before the law was given, and that in Abraham’s 
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case, it even antedated circumcision, added weight to Paul’s 
argument. With Paul’s opponents, the argument from anti- 
quity was not in vain. Paul even resorted to the rabbinical 
method of interpretation, with which he was familiar, by using 
Deuteronomy 30 12-14 in defence of his gospel of freedom.” 
In spite of the formalism of Paul’s dialectic, it was the fact 
that he was contending for a world-wide gospel against the 
nationalistic conception of the Jews. His gospel is the religion 
of the Spirit. He substituted faith in Christ for works of law 
to Jews and Gentiles alike. Salvation is by grace, the free 
gift of God, entirely independent of legal observances. If the 
church has since formulated a new legalism, it is not the fault 
of Paul’s original conception of redemption. 

The Judaizers found another vulnerable point in Paul’s new 
gospel: abrogation of the law would lead to license in sin.’ 
The moral standards of the church would be lowered. To meet 
this, Paul carefully explained his doctrine of freedom. Freedom 
in Christ means also sonship to God. This means that the 
new life is prompted from within, not from without. God gives 
His Spirit, and this Spirit in the Christian guides the life 
better than did the law. ¢ de Kapmos TOU TrvevuaToS éeoTW 
ayarn, Xapa, ecpivn, MaxpoOuuia, Xenororys, ayalwovyy, Tiers, 
Tpavrns, eyKparea Kara Tov TOLOUTWY OUK ear vouos. of dé 
Tov X purrob "Iycot THY capKa eoTavpwoay ov Tos Tabyuacw 
Kai Tals ériOuutats, 17 Therefore Paul maintained that the new 
freedom, far from giving license to commit sin, triumphs over 
sin by destroying the tendency to it. The Christian in his 
baptism has died to sin, and has risen to the new life in Christ. #8 
Ti oop epoimer; eriuévomer Th Guapria, va yapus mwAreovaTy; my 
yovorro: ofrives areBavouer TN AuapTia, TAS ert Cromer ev auTy : 
7 ayvoere oTt Ooo. éBamrricOnuer eis Xpioror CIycoiv) es roy 
Oavarov adrou €BarriaOnuer ; ouveradnuev ody QuT® dia Too 
Barricuaros ets roy Bavarov ta oorrep nryépOn X purrs ek 
vexp@v dla THs dd&ns Tob Tarpds, otTws Kal jets ev Kaworntt 
Cons mepurarijcouey. Freedom in the spirit therefore means 


15 Rom. 10 5-8, 16 Tbid. 6 3, 17 Gal, 5 29-24. Rom. 8 14, 
18 Rom. 6 4, 19 Thid. 6 1-4, 
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only freedom to do God’s will. The free life consists of voluntary 
service to humanity, in freedom from sin. The Christian is 
under the dispensation of grace, not law.” In other words, 
the obligation is there, but instead of being enforced by external 
enactments, the Christian who had accepted the spiritual 
interpretation of the gospel had the highest ethical views of 
Christianity, and maintained a course of conduct consistent 
with their teaching. 

To sum up Paul’s defence of Gentile Christianity, the true 
gospel cannot be confined by the laws of Israel to reduce it 
to a mere tribal religion, bound by all the customs and national 
standards of the Jews. To realize the ideals of Jesus, it must 
throw off all local characteristics and limitations. This at once 
raised Christianity to the status of a world religion and to 
the Apostle Paul belongs much of the credit for this broader 
interpretation. 


20 Rom. 6 14. 


CHAPTER XII 
THE OUTCOME OF THE FACTIONS AT CORINTH. 


p= sent his severe letter to the church at Corinth by the 
hand of Titus. He was anxious concerning its reception. 
He left Ephesus for Troas, where he found a good opportunity 
to preach the gospel. Impatient, however, over Titus’ delay, 
Paul journeyed into Macedonia to meet him, and there learned 
from him with gratification about the action taken by the 
' church on receiving his letter. The Apostle immediately wrote 
to the church another letter, 2 Corinthians 1—9, and from this 
we learn something about the outcome of the factions. 

Paul writes in a happy frame of mind, like one just relieved 
from a great strain. He refers to his severe letter, written 
in anguish and tears, and rejoices that the church has expressed 
such deep regret over his ill treatment while he was last with 
them.’ They have punished the great offender who had insulted 
and defied Paul,’ not so severely perhaps, as Paul had re- 
commended, and as his own particular friends had insisted 
upon. But since the outcome is satisfactory, Paul urges 
forgiveness to the offender; and that he be comforted and loved 
again.* One of Paul’s objects in writing the previous letter 
had been to test their obedience to him.® So relieved is he 
at the happy result that he is now willing to forgive all. 

Apparently the Judaizing missionaries have left the church. 
Paul’s manner of writing indicates that they are no longer 
present in Corinth. . 

Paul, rejoicing over their defeat and his triumph, can now 
speak of the church itself as his letter of commendation to all 


12 Cor. 219,18; 816,17, 2 bid. 214. 3 Ibid. 25,6, 4 Ibid. 27, 8, 
5 Ibid. 2 9; 7 12, 
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the world.* The Judaizers, unable to break down Paul’s influence 
over the church, had not been able to change the doctrinal 
views of the members who temporarily yielded to their pro- 
paganda. For this reason, the issue raised by them could not 
be kept alive. The difficulty created by them resulted only 
in a transient disturbance, incident to a people whose 
temperament is volatile, and yet whose inherent love of fair 
play is sure to readjust itself in the interest of love and truth. 
They had listened to an eloquent arraignment of their beloved 
apostle, by men who arrogated to themselves and to their 
constituency superior credentials and a truer presentation of 
the gospel. The Corinthians’ minds had been open to suggestions 
of doubt as to Paul’s sincerity and as to the genuineness of 
the gospel they had accepted. They had only been wavering, 
but that was sufficient to arouse Paul to the imminent danger 
of losing the ground in Corinth he had already gained. The 
apology for it all is that the church was young and immature. 
The way in which they afterward made Paul rejoice covers 
their serious defects, which, on closer survey, appear still less 
prominent in the finished picture. When the confidence of the 
wavering ones was re-established the church was renewed in 
strength and ready for a program of advance.’ 

A few months later Paul fulfilled his plan of spending the 
winter in Corinth.’ He had intended to sail from thence to 
Syria, but owing to a plot laid against him by the Jews, he 
went to Macedonia. From thence he sailed for Syria via 
Miletus, enroute to Jerusalem,® with the collection for the 
poor Christians in that city. Representatives of his various 
churches accompanied: him, but so far as we know, none from 
Corinth. Additional data concerning the relations of Paul 
and the church at Corinth are not given in the New Testament. 

Forty years later, however, the peace of the church was 
again disturbed. Clement™ of Rome addressed a long: letter 
to the Corinthians in which it is evident that with certain 
ones the love of faction still remained. He refers to them as 


6 2 Cor.3 2. 7 Ibid. 8; 9. 8 Acts 202,83. 9% Ibid. 20 3,17; 2117. 
10 Acts 20 4, 5. 1171; 141; 47, 481. 
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ambitious busybodies who were disturbing the peace. He urges 
them to end the conflict, not by being excommunicated, but 
by voluntarily departing from Corinth." According to Clement, 
there was at Corinth, about 96 A. D., a large, flourishing 
church, leading a normal life in subordination to its officers. 
There is no trace of influence left by the Judaizing faction; 
it is only the younger element asserting itself against the elder.” 
Clement writes appreciatively of the church as able to imitate 
the Pauline hymn of love addressed to them. 7d tos, eis 6 
avayet 7 ayarn, avexdmpynTov err. ayamn KOAAG Huas TO Dew, 
ayamn Kadurre. TAOOS LAPT LOY ayarn Tayvra avexeTat, TavTa 
pax poOupet ae. ayamn oxiopa ovK exe, ayarn ou oractacet, 
ayarn Tavra rove ev duovolw. The letter shows that the 
church was familiar with 1 Corinthians, and that Paul was 
held in high esteem. 


123 3, 13 49 4, 5, 


PART Il 


DISCUSSION OF THE SOURCE MATERIAL FOR 
LATER JEWISH CHRISTIANITY. 


CHAPTER XIII 


THE WRITINGS OF JUSTIN MARTYR AND 
HEGESIPPUS, 


hat was the final outcome of the Judaizing faction, 

that, beginning at Jerusalem, extended its operations 
to Antioch, Galatia, and Corinth? To follow the subsequent 
developments of this party it will be necessary, first, to study 
the literary material dealing with the theme. From the time 
of Paul, the faction was regarded as heretical. We seek 
therefore our information chiefly in the contemporary discussions 
dealing with the various Christian heresies. 

The earliest of these is found in the writings of Justin 
Martyr. This author, in his Dialogue with Trypho’ mentions 
two kinds of Jewish Christians. He does not condemn either 
group as heretics, but to one he gives censure. His treatise is 
conciliatory, hence there is in it no place for severe denunciation. ’ 
He never mentions Paul, nor does he quote his letters. He 
defines a Jewish Christian as one who believes on Christ, and 
yet observes, in addition, the Law of Moses. If such a one 
ceases to observe the Law, he is no longer a Jewish Christian 
nor a Jew.’ So, also, a Gentile Christian who is circumcised, 
becomes thereby a full-blooded Jew. In answer to Trypho’s 
question as to whether a Jewish Christian will be blessed, 
if he holds to circumcision, sabbath keeping, and laws of 
purification, Justin replies in the affirmative, provided such 


1 Ch. 47, 48. 2 Hilgenfeld, Ketzergeschichte, S. 21. 
3 Harnack, Judenthum und Juden-Christenthum in Justin’s Dialog mit 


Trypho, 8. 84. 
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a Jewish Christian does not teach the Gentile Christians that 
they cannot be saved unless they likewise observe the Law. 
And Justin states that there are such Jewish Christians who 
refuse the fellowship of intercourse and of hearth to Gentile 
Christians unless they observe the Law. He does not agree 
with such insistence, and thinks the fellowship should be 
granted irrespective of Law observance. He says:* 

éay d& 06 ATO TOU yévous TOU bueTepou TiaTEvVEeL AéyovTES ET 
ToUTOY TOV Xpiorov, o T piper, édeyor, ék TavTOs KATA TOV Ola 
Mocéws dvarax Perea vopov avayraCourt Civ TOUS e& eOvev 
Tis TEVOVTUS emt TOUTOY TOV Xpirrov 7 | un KOLWMVElY avTots 
TIS TOLAVTNS cuvdlayoryns aipouyTat, OM.Clws Kal TOUTOUS OuUK 
ATrOOEX OMAL. 

Justin’s teaching concerning Jewish Christians may be 
summarized as follows:° 

(1) There are Jewish Christians who recognize Gentile 
Christians only on condition that they observe the Law. Justin 
does not regard them as brethren. 

(2) There are Jewish Christians who recognize Gendle 
Christians without the Law, and are willing to fraternize with 
them, although observing the Law themselves. Justin recognizes 
such, though as weak brethren, while the majority of Gentile 
Christians wish to know nothing of them, believing that Law 
observance should not be mentioned in a Christian brotherhood. 

(3) There are Gentile Christians, who, in given cases, do 
not exalt Christ, but become Jews, thinking thus to remain 
true to God. They must repent or be lost. 

(4) There are Gentile Christians who have been persuaded 
to keep the Law, but do not preach it to others. They will 
be saved. 

(5) Jews living before Christ will be saved without him, 
but not those of today. 


It is important to note that in the entire Dialogue, not a 
word is said about Gnostic Jews. 


+ Ch, 47 3. 5 Harnack, Judenthum und Juden-Christenthum 
in Justin's Dialog mit Trypho, 8. 87. 
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Justin declares that some Jews recognize Jesus as the true 
Messiah, but deny that he had pre-existence as Qeos To aioven, 
afterwards becoming man.° They hold that his human birth 
was natural. With such Justin does not agree. We learn 
here that certain Jewish Christians reject the higher Christo- 
logy and hold that the Messiah is a chosen human, in harmony 
with the adoptionist Christology.’ 


It is to be regretted that Justin, in this great discussion, is 
silent concerning the location of the Jewish Christians he had 
in mind. One suspects that they were far away from the 
center of Justin’s activity. 

We learn, however, elsewhere, that our author wrote another 
work of a more polemical nature. “Eat: de juiv cat civTaypa 
KaTa TATHY TOV yeyernucvav aipécewy auYTEeTAayMEevoY. @ Et 
Bovrerbe evtvyeiv, docouev.2 This Syntagma is the oldest 
Christian document “against all heresies”, and it served as a 
Grundschrift for various subsequent treatises of a similar 
nature. The original is lost, but may be partially restored 
from other works. Justin names the chief heresies in his 
extant writings in the following order:® Simon, Menander, 
Marcion, Valentinus, Basilides, and Satornilus. At the close 
of this list Justin adds there are others. «al a\Ao GAdAw 
OVOMATL, ATO TOU apxnyérou Ths yveuns ExarTos Gvop.aCouevos, 
Presumably, these “other names” were not lacking in Justin’s 
Syntagma. 

Lipsius compares! the heresy list of Hegesippus with that 
of Justin, and shows that the former introduced four minor 
heresies into the gap of Justin between Simon and Menander; 
also the followers of Carpocrates between Marcion and 
Valentinus. Lipsius thinks that Justin’s list reached complete 
from Simon to Marcion, while Harnack says” that this is 


6 Ch. 48, 7 Harnack, Judenthum und Juden-Christenthum 
in Justin's Dialog mit Trypho, 8.87. 8 Justin, First Apology, 26 36-38. 

9 Justin, First Apology, 26 15-25; 581 and Trypho, 35 6. 1° Trypho, 35 6, 

11 Quellen der ditesten Ketzergeschichte, neu untersucht, S. 25. 

12 Quoted by Lipsius in Quellen der dltesten Ketzergeschichte, neu 
untersucht, S. 9. 
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groundless, and an arbitrary measure (willkiirliche Mab- 
regelung). He thinks that Hegesippus’ list is dependent 
upon the Syntagma of Justin. Lipsius thinks that Justin and 
Hegesippus are independent; that they differ, and each goes 
his own way.'® No one doubts that there is literary relationship 
between Hegesippus and the Constitutions in their heresy lists. 
The latter work introduces the name of Cerinthus before 
Menander in Justin and Hegesippus. It is possible, though 
by no means proved, that Cerinthus was in the list of Justin, 
and the silence of Hegesippus has not proved that Irenacus 
first introduced Cerinthus’ name in the West. 


13 Lipsius, ibid. S. 34. 


CHAPTER XIV 
IRENAEUS AND HIS WRITINGS. 


renaeus wrote extensively against heresies. In his work 

Adv. Haereses, 122; 2—274 there was probably a source 
from which he drew. Lipsius! sought to show that he used as 
a foundation on older work on heresies that began with Simon 
Magus, and ended with Marcion. Since the Syntagma of Justin 
must have reached its climax in polemic; since, in addition, 
Irenaeus mentions a Syntagma of Justin against’ Marcion, 
which was perhaps identical with the first mentioned work, 
it seems probable that Irenaeus used it, and therefore there 
is to be found in Irenaeus the original order of Justin’s 
heresies. The nature of the former’s Grundschrift is in 
agreement with Justin. Lipsius has reached this conclusion, 
and with him Harnack agrees, but only by placing his con- 
struction on what Justin’s list really was. Both critics believe 
that Irenaeus used Justin up to Marcion? and that the following 
section® came from another source. They also agree that the 
information on Marcellina and the Ebionites does not belong 
to the source. Harnack lists the Nicolaitans under the Ebionite 
sect, ard hence rejects Irenaeus’ description ot the same.* But 
the fact that Irenaeus taught® that Cerinthus and the Nicolaitans 
agreed on one’ point does not: justify us in classifying the latter 
in the Ebionite group. Irenaeus placed ithe Nicolaitans in the 
Gnostic party. They were thought to be an amdcracua Tis 
\pevdwvipmou yvacews. There is no probability that the Nicolaitans 
were in the source. It would seem. that Irenaeus’ brought 


1 Lipsius, Quellen der diltesten Ketzergeschichte, new untersucht, S. 25. 
2 Adv. Haer.1227... 3 Ibid; 28-31. 
4 Lipsius, Quellen der: ditesten Beare gcragee hte: neu untersucht, S. 38. 


5 Adv. Haer. III. 11,1. 
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them into his list immediately following Cerinthus. This can 
hardly have been in Justin. It is possible, that, on the basis 
of later information concerning the Nicolaitans, which classed 
them with the Ophites, Hippolytus changed the order. Still 
other considerations seem to oppose Irenaeus’ view. He got 
his information of the Nicolaitans from the Revelation of John.‘ 
He confused’ the tradition of Cerinthus through the darkening 
of an older tradition rightly preserved by Hippolytus. Soon 
after Irenaeus there comes also an entirely independent tradition 
of Cerinthus by the Roman presbyter Gaius.* The silence of 
Hegesippus concerning Cerinthus is no safe argument, since 
the completeness of his list is as little guaranteed as that of 
Justin in Trypho. Hegesippus was concerned, not with heretics, 
but with heresies. The older fathers discuss Cerinthus, but 
not a Cerinthian heresy (Kypw6:avy aipeors). The latter is first 
found in Dionysius of Alexandria.® It cannot be determined 
whether Cerinthus’ name was in the Grundschrift or not. 
Irenaeus’ chief contention against Cerinthus is his error in 
saying that the world was not created “a primo deo.” Et 
Cerinthus autem quidem in Asia, non a primo Deo factum esse 
mundum docuit, sed a virtute quadam valde separata, et distante. 
ab ea principalitate qua est super wniversa, et ignorante ewm 
qui est super omnia Deum. On the other hand, Irenaeus has 
lined up “Gnostic Cerinthus” with the Ebionites who are at 
the opposite pole from the Gnostics on the unity of God. 
About the only thing these two groups had in common was 
denial of the virgin birth of Jesus. It is evident that Irenaeus 
did not get much of his information on these matters from 
Justin’s Syntagma. Lipsius dissents! from Harnack’s view 
that Cerinthus was not in the Grundschrift. Both agree that 
the Ebionites were first introduced by Irenaeus. He must 
have used as one source a list with the following succession: 
Simon, Menander, Satornilus, Basilides, Valentinus’ forerunner 
Gnostics, Valentinus, along with two disciples—Secundus and 


6 Rev. 2 14-16, 

7 Lipsius, Quellen der dltesten Ketzergeschichte, neu untersucht, S. 41. 

8 Kusebius, H. H., IIT. 28. 8 Ibid. IIT. 28; VII. 25. 10 Trenaeus, 
Adv. Haer. I. 26. 11 Hilgenfeld, Ketzergeschichte, S. 49. 
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“another brilliant teacher”, and Marcion, in connection with 
Cerdon. This must have been Justin’s order. Then there 
was a gap, the forrerunners of Valentinus, which Irenaeus had 
to fill in. In Adv. Haer, I. 23,24, he mentions Simon etc. Then 
in I. 25, 26, he adds, as “upon loose leaves inserted”, Carpocrates, 
Cerinthus, Ebionites, and Nicolaitans. This latter information 
must have come from another source than Justin. Irenaeus 
claims that when a very young man, in Asia, he obtained this 
knowledge from Polycarp." Information on the succession of the 
Roman bishop and the Roman sojourn of the heretics Valentinus, 
Cerdon, and Marcion, naturally was obtained at Rome.” Lipsius 
thinks we can well guess that Irenaeus drew here from his con- 
temporary Hegesippus, who, from the time of Anicetus to 
Eleutherus lived at Rome.’ It is most probable, continues 
Lipsius, that, considering the care with which Hegesippus wrote 
about the later origin of the heresies, the notice of Cerdon 
is to be assigned “to the fancy of the Bishop of Lyons.” 
Even if Irenaeus had independent information, Rome would 
be the most likely place for it to be found, and it would 
doubtless have been used by Hegesippus. In this case there 
is no ground for the statements about Cerdon, at least that 
he was the teacher of Marcion. Irenaeus says:"7 Képdwy dé 
6 7p0 Mapxiwvos cai avros eri’ Yyivou bs jv évaros er loKOTOS, Ets 
Thy exxAnciay ehOwv Kal e£ouororyoupmevos OUTwe dteTEAETE, TOTE MEV 
AabpodiWackarGr, Tore dé TAA e£ouooryoupevos, TOTE Oé eheyxo- 
pevos ep ois edldacKke KaKas Kat adirrapuevos THS TOV adeApav 
ouvodtas. Harnack traces in Irenaeus three groups: 1. Simon and 
those repi Tov Ziuwva 2. Carpocrates until Nicolaus; 3. Cerdon- 
Marcion. In this he also recognizes groups of heresies: 
1, Simon and the Syrian Gnosis; 2. Judaizing heresies; 
3. Marcion; and 4. Valentinians, whom he gives as an additional 
group.’* Irenaeus places Simon as father of all heretics who 


12 Hilgenfeld, Ketzergeschichte, S. 29. 13 Adv. Haer. III. 3 4. 
14 Ibid. III. 33; 43, 15 Kusebius, H,. H. IV. 11. 

16 Quellen der dltesten Ketzergeschichte, neu untersucht, S. 44. 

17 Adv. Haer. III. 4 3. 

'8 Zur Quellenkritik der Geschichte des Gnosticismus (Leipzig, 1873) 


quoted by Lipsius, in Quellen der diltesten Ketzergeschichte. 
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follow the demiurge doctrine of God, yet does not rank the 
Ebionites among them. He attributes Gnosticism to all others, 
including Cerdon, Cerinthus, and the Nicolaitans.'? On the 
other hand, he lists the Ebionites as heretics, not, apparently 
on account of their Judaizing tendencies, but because of their 
low Christology. The addition of the Ebionites as a peculiar 
class of heretics was not responsible for the taking on of 
Cerinthus, but on the contrary the rubric for Cerinthus, already 
present, has permitted the addition of the Ebionites.” 

The text of Irenaeus in his classification of heresies certainly 
ignores chronological accuracy. Note, for example,”' that the 
Cerinthus opposed by the Apostle John is older than Satornilus, 
Basilides, and Carpocrates. Yet, according to Irenaeus, Cerinthus 
first finds his place behind Carpocrates, and therefore is viewed 
as younger than those mentioned. Harnack also understands 
Adv. Haer. TI. 11 to mean” that the Nicolaitans rejected the 
unity of God much earlier than did Cerinthus. Irenaeus cites 
an unnamed Elder?’ of Asia Minor in opposition to the heresies, 
and one suspects that he got at least a part of his lists from 
that Elder. 

To sum up, Irenaeus certainly did use the writings of Justin 
Martyr. Compare Adv. Haer. I. 231 with I Apol. 26. Also 
Adv. Haer. IIL. 2,3 with I Apol. I.12. It is probable (Harnack) 
that he used the Syntagma for the older portions of his list, 
although Lipsius thinks he used it only indirectly, through a 
later revision. He thinks it better to view the entire section 
of I. 22—27 as one block, along with the data in 11 and 12, 
all coming from a later source, partly: based upon Justin. 
It would at least seem certain that the information about 
Carpocrates,™ ond the notices about Cerinthus came from a 
source later than Justin. 


19 Lipsius, Quedlen der dltesten Ketzergeschichte, neu untersucht, S. 46. 

20 Note Irenaeus description of the Ebionites (Adv. Haer.I. 26) following 
immediately after the remarks on Cerinthus (I. 25), 

21 Adv. Haer. ILI. 4 3. 

22 Quoted by Lipsius, Quellen der dltesten Ketzergeschichte, neu unter- 
sucht, S. 57. 23 Adv. Haer. LV. 

* Adv. Haer. I. 25 3 to end of the chapter, 


CHAPTER XV . 
TERTULLIAN AND HIS WRITINGS ON HERESY. 


ertullian wrote against heresies also. It is easy to trace 

most of his information to Irenaeus as his chief source. 
With the exception of his first six chapters, his entire polemic 
against Valentinus is taken from Irenaeus. Chapters 7—32 
are based upon Irenaeus Adv. Haer. Ch. 1—7, while 33—39 
in Tertullian are dependent upon Irenaeus I. 11,2—12,4. In 
Chapter 5, Tertullian speaks of the contemporary opponents 
of heresy, among whom are Justinus philosophus et martyr, ut 
Miltiades, ecclesiarum sophista, ut Irenaeus omnium doctrinarum 
curiosissimus explorator, ut Proculus. This indicates that 
Tertullian knew of Justin’s Syntagma, but there is no evidence 
that he used it. This is the only time he mentions Justin in 
his polemic against Valentinus and his followers, and when he 
departs from Irenaeus as his source, he deals only with the 
later developments of the school. If we inquire about his 
“other source”, we must choose between Miltiades and Proculus, 
probably the latter, since he was the later of the two, and 
being a Montanist, would stand nearer to Tertullian. 

Since Tertullian’s mention of heretics, aside from Marcion 
and Valentinus, is merely incidental, we are not surprised to 
find that he fails to mention Cerinthus.° 

In his discussion of the Ebionites, Tertullian certainly did 
not draw from Irenaeus. The name Ebion, used by Tertullian, 
is not found in Irenaeus. Neither does Tertullian’s discussion 
of the Ebionite Christology come from Irenaeus, who only 
says that in general the Ebionites taught about Christ as did 


1 Lipsius, Quellenkritik der dltesten Ketzergeschichte, S. 65. 
2 Ibid. S. 68. 
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Cerinthus. Tertullian says: poterit haec opinio Hebioni convenire, 
qui nudum hominem et tantwm ex semine David, id est, non et dea 
Jilium constituit Jesum; plane prophetis aliquo gloriosiorem ut ita 
in dlo angelum fuisse edicat quemadmodum in Zacharia. This 
sounds much like the Syntagma of Hippolytus, who also mentions 
Ebion as the founder of the sect.‘ 

We conclude, with Lipsius, against Harnack, that wherever 
Tertullian discusses the heresies of Irenaeus, with the single 
exception of the writing against Marcion, he never goes back 
to Justin, but that Irenaeus himself is his chief source.® 


3 De Carne Christi, 14. 
4 See the common source of Pilastrius, haer. 37 and Epiphanius, 
haer. XXX. 18. 5 Quellenkritik der Gltesten Ketzergeschichte, S. 83. 


CHAPTER XVI 
HIPPOLYTUS AND HIS SOURCES. 


W: now come to Hippolytus. He wrote a Syntagma 
against the 32 heresies. This lost document is important, 
since it was, as we shall see later, the source for Epiphanius, 
Philastrius, and Pseudo-Tertullian. Hippolytus’ Syntagma 
began with the Dositheans, and ended with the Noetians.* 
Photius informs us that-the work according to Hippolytus 
himself, is based upon that of Irenaeus. 

The time of composition of this Syntagma must have been 
during the episcopate of Zephyrinus (199-217). Since no 
sects are mentioned later than the Noetians, the work could 
not belong to a later date. Hippolytus composed the Philo- 
sophumena? about 225 to 235. In this he mentions his other 
book written dda, long ago, thus indicating an earlier date. 
Irenaeus wrote, no doubt, in Gaul, about 180.2 Hippolytus 
has names in his list not found in Irenaeus. Harnack agrees 
with Lipsiust that Hippolytus wrote about 200—205. Both 
critics also agree that Hippolytus was taught by Irenaeus, not 
in Asia Minor, but in Gaul‘ after which the former went to 
Rome, and subsequently wrote his Syntagma. Lipsius believes 
he was far from Rome® when he composed the work, possibly 
in Asia Minor. At least his discussion of the Asia Minor 
heretics shows that he got that part of his information 
independently of Irenaeus. This is especially true in his mention 
of Cerinthus. 


1 Photius, Bibliotheca 121 quoted by Lipsius, 8, 91. 

2 Lipsius, Quellenkritik, ete. S. 137. 

3 Gustav Kriiger, article Zrenaeus, Enc. Brit. 11 ed. Vol. XIV. p. 791. 
4 Lipsius, Quellenkritik der dltesten Ketzergeschichte, S. 138. 

5 Ibid. S. 156. 
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What, then, were the sources of Hippolytus’ work? 


Both 


Irenaeus and Hippolytus used Justin Martyr’s Syntagma.° 
Then Hippolytus used Irenaeus, not as a written document, 


but as an oral source.’ 


many sections, as on Marcion and the Ophite parties. 


This is shown by the variations in 


That 


Hippolytus did get certain material from Irenaeus is proved 
from certain fragments against Noetus. 


Compare Noetus 10 
Tavra yap Ta yevoueva dia 
Noyou Kal codias TexvaCerat, 
Aoyw mev KTiCwv, copia de* 
KOO MOY. 


Noetus 14 


TarTnp evreAAeT at, AOyos amo- 
AeTet 
Beds 6 yap KeNevov Tarip. Oo 
© vmakovwv vios.... . 


€ ’ ? e 
els ya2e eoTly O 


Crier eT en Ne 


Ibid. 

io U 5) € , € 
eis yap eotw 0 Oeos.... 0 
BY ny OPA ’ e ‘ 
@v TaTnp emi TavTwy, Oo d€ 
en NY ’ Q vse 

vios Ola TavTwv, TO Oé drytov 
adv\Aws Te 
ce N , 4 , 

eva Oeov vouioa uy dvvapeOa, 


Lol 4 ~ 
TVEUMA €V TACLY, 


with Iren. Adv. Haer. LV. 20 2,4. 


Qui omnia Verbo fecit et sa- 
pientia adornavit. Unus igitur 
deus, qui Verbo et sapientia 
fecit_ et aptavit omnia. 


Tren. Adv. Haer. LV. 38 3. 


Tov ev TAT Pos evdokouvros 
kal KeNevovtos, Tov de viou 
TpaccovTos Kat Onp.oupyour- 
ToS. 


Iren. Ady. Haer. V. 18 2. 


et sic unus deus pater osten- 
ditur, qui est super omnia et 
per omnia et in omnibus, super 
omnia quidem pater ... per 
omnia autem verbum ... in 
omnibus autem nobis spiritus. 


In view of these partly verbatim contacts, it is hard to 


avoid the conclusion of literary dependence upon Irenaeus. 
But certainly Hippolytus did not use Irenaeus in dealing with 
Nicolaus, Cerinthus, Ebion, Cerdon, Marcion, and others. So 
one of two alternatives remains: either Hippolytus used Irenaeus’ 


6 Lipsius, Quellenkritik der dltesten Ketzergeschichte, 8.157. Harnack 
proves the same, as quoted by Lipsius, S.211—220. See also Hilgenfeld, 
Ketzergeschichte, 8. 62. 

7 Ibid. S. 159, based upon Photius, Cod. 121. 


Yet Harnack, thinks 
Hippolytus used Irenaeus’ written document. 
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written document, or both used a common source. The latter 
is more probable. Irenaeus was not even the leading source 
of Hippolytus. Only in the first five rubrics could the former 
have served as a source, — Simon, Menander, Saturnilus, Basi- 
lides, and Carpocrates. From Cerinthus on the divergences 
are wide. The catalog of Irenaeus falls into various groups, 
and must be compared with Hippolytus section by section. 


Irenaeus I. C. 22—31 


Hippolytus VI—VIII 


Simon Simon 
Menander Menander - 
Saturnilus Saturnilus 
Basilides Basilides 
Nicolaitans 
Ophites 
Cainites 
Sethites 


Carpocrates and Marcellina 
Cerinthus 


Carpocrates and Marcellina 
Cerinthus 


Ebionites Ebion 
Nicolaitans 
Valentinus Valentinus 
Ptolemaus 
Secundus Secundus 
GAdos eriparys dudacKados 
Heracleon 
Other school of Valentinus 
The still Wiser Ones 
Marcus and his School Marcus 
Kolorbasus 
Cerdon Cerdon 
Marcion Marcion 
Lucanus 
Apelles 
Encratites and Tatian Tatian 


Barbeliotes 
Ophites 
Cainites. 
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In the above lists relationship are evident, but identities 
are few. In certain instances the order corresponds, as in 
Cerinthus, Ebion, Cerdon, and Marcion. But the information 
given by our authors betrays separate sources. Hippolytus 
had a special source for his information about Valentinus, 
the Ophite sects, Tatian, and others. A source used by both 
contained Marcellina, who came to Rome év xpovois ‘Avucprov,® 
which means that this Urschrift must be dated in the time 
of Soter, or more probably of Eleutherus, since Irenaeus 
addressed the latter. Naturally, the place of the composition 
of the source was Rome, since Marcellina and Ptolemius were 
both there. No guess has been made concerning the authorship 
of this source. ® 

Compared with the work of Irenaeus on heresies, that of 
Hippolytus is characterized by “more accurate researches” as 
he himself says, and as his works prove.° What his teacher 
has sketched “roughly and incidentally” he treated “accurately 
and methodically”. A careful comparison of the two authors 
shows both the truthfulness of Photius’ statement, that Hippolytus 
did use material of Irenaeus, and that there is much evidence 
of originality and independent research on the part of the former. 


8 Epiphanius, quoted by Lipsius, Quellenkritik der dltesten Ketzer- 
geschichte, S. 178. 9 Ibid. S. 179. 

10 dxpibéorepov eféragas, S. 203, speaking of the Marcosians. Quoted by 
Bunsen, Hip. and his Age. Vol. I. p. 28. 


CHAPTER XVII 


EPIPHANIUS, PHILASTRIUS, PSEUDO-TERTULLIAN 
AND JEROME. 


n connection with the writings of Hippolytus, it is necessary 

to consider the works of three other authors, Epiphanius, 
Philastrius, and Pseudo-Tertullian. Epiphanias finished the 
_Panarion about 377. He was born at Eleutheropolis in Palestine, 
and was bishop of Constantia in Cyprus 367—403. His great 
work deals with 66 heresies. He is not always an author to 
command credence. Critics have felt it necessary to regard 
with caution his use of ancient sources. It is known that he 
had at hand rich supplies of historical material. Sometimes 
he followed his sources slavishly. At other times, when material 
was scarce, he used such freedom as to render many of his 
details unreliable.! He is, nevertheless, a most valuable witness 
in examining the early Christian heresies. Philastrius, of 
Brescia, wrote less than a decade later than Epiphanius. He 
died in 387, or earlier. He was an old man in 381, when he 
participated in the Council at Aquileja against the Arians. 
He probably wrote his book on the heresies as early as 380. 
It is incredible that he could have used the Panarion as a 
source, since there was poor communication between the churches 
of the East and West. Epiphanius and Philastrius, therefore, 
are independent witnesses, although their literary relationship 


1 Lipsius, Zur Quellenkritik des Epiphanios, Hinleitung. Compare Bacon, 
The Christ Party in Corinth (Expositor, Nov.1914) “Epiphanius is a question- 
able witness.” p.411. Lipsius, in Quellenkritik der diltesten Ketzergeschichte 
speaks of “die verworrene Angale des Epiphanios”. S. 255. Schmitke, in 
Neue Fragmente und Untersuchungen zu der Judench. Ev. calls him a “ Wirr- 
kopf’”’. S.100. Speaking of his wild assertions, Schmitke exclaims, “Nun 
war das Spinnrddchen ins Laufen gekommen”. S. 102. 
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is unquestioned, in relation to a common source: “Quelle, welche 
von beiden selbstiindig benutzt wurde.” “Alle jene Stellen also, 
wo beide sich wortlich beriihren, miissen jedenfalls schon in der 
Grundschrift gestanden haben.”? This fact is important, not only 
in determining the composition of the Panarion, but also in 
discovering the nature of the original source used by both 
authors. Epiphanius, to be sure, had additional rich source 
material lacking to Philastrius. The latter leaves a gap in 
the list of heresies mentioned, by Epiphanius, omitting the 
Borborites, Strationites, and Phibionites. He inserts the 
Judaites omitted by Epiphanius. He also omits the Nazarenes, 
Ophites, Cainites, Sethites, Encratites and several others. He 
failed to get information concerning various Gnostic sects.* 
It is probable that this common Grundschrift was Hippolytus. 
And, in addition to Epiphanius: and Philastrius, we have the 
Libellus of/Pseudo-Tertullian, who followed the common source 
even more’closely than did the other two. He seems to have 
retained Hippolytus’ order best, since he neither increased nor 
decreased it, although he twice added some related heresies 
under a’common rubric. He added some later names that 
belonged to his time, such as Blastus and Praxeas, who had 
even gone to Rome to win support for their opinions. This 
fact determines for us the time and place for the composition, 
Rome, near the beginning of the third century. We have 
then, not merely a Latin translation of the source, but added 
information by the author, on later heresies he personally 
knew. Epiphanius and Philastrius both had richer supplemental 
information. Therefore, by comparing the three we can get a 
more accurate idea of the common source. And this result 
agrees accurately with the list of Hippolytus as descriped in 
the well known Photius bibl. cod. 121;4 by Eusebius;* by Jerome;° 
and in the Chron. Pasch.’ quotation from Hippolytus, considered 
by some to be a portion of his Zwvrayua mpds dracas Tas 
aipéces.© This conclusion is confirmed by the fact that 


2 Lipsius, Zur Quellenkritik des Epiphanios, 8.29. 3 Ibid. S.10. 
4 Ibid. S. 33. 5 H. EH. VI. 22. & De Vir. Illust. 61. 
7 Kd. Dind. p. 12. 8 Bunsen, Vol. I. p. 105 ff. 
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Epiphanius, in his contest with the Valentinians names 
Hippolytus along with Irenaeus and Clement of Alexandria 
among his authorities. ‘Hyueis dé apxerOévres Tois Te Tap yuav 
Ae Oetow oAlyous Kal Toles UTO TaV THs adnOelas ouyypapéwy 
TovTwv AexOeioly Te Kat cuvTaxOeiow Kal dpeyTes Sr adXot 
TETOVIKATL, pnut dé KAnjuns cai’ Kupnvaios Kat “IamoAuTos Kat 
&AAor wAetous, Kal Oavmact@s THY KAT aUTOY TeTOINVTa ava- 
TpoTiVv, ov Tavy TL TO KauaTo Tpocbeva, ws TpoEtror, n0eAn- 
caper, ikavw0évTes Tois Tpoepyucvors avd pact. ® 

There is no probability that Epiphanius ever saw the Philo- 
sophumena, so it can be no other than Hippolytus’ Dwvrayua, 
which he no doubt had before him as his Grundschrift. We 
also learn from Epiphanius that this work, as well as the great 
work of Irenaeus, was not merely a review of heresies, but a 
refutation as well. This is evident from a fragment preserved 
in the Paschal Chronicle that attacks the Quartodecimans, and 
also from the description of Photius:!° tavras dé pycw édéyxors 
droBAnOjvar ousroovTos’ Kxpyvaiov. Epiphanius used Hippolytus 
freely and usually failed to give him the credit. For example, 
he transcribed a large fragment of Hippolytus against Noetus, 
almost verbatim, with no hint that the material was borrowed. 
Also, the conclusion of his refutation in c. 8 gives evidence 
that it was taken from a greater work that had attacked a 
whole series of heresies. é7el odv #0n kat 6 Nonros avarérparTat, 
ErOwmuev ert Tyy The arnOetas arddekEw, Wa cvotiowmey THY aN7- 
Geav, ad’ fs Tara ToTaiTa aipéres yeyeryrat, pnoey Ovvamevat 
eizeiv, Lipsius™ represents Fabricius, the learned commentator 
on Hippolytus as saying that this is nothing else but the 
“ Schlup unseres civTrayua mpos amacas Tas aipéces.” Epiphanius 
used the date for Jesus’ birth found in Hippolytus, the 42"¢ year 
of Augustus.” 

In both Epiphanius and Philastrius the title, beginning 
and end, and number of heresies agree with the Dvvtayua of 
Hippolytus. Where the source has 32, the users have 31 to 33. 
And so far as is known, their view point agrees with the 


9 Haer. XXX. 33. 
10 Chron. Pasch. p. 12. sg. ed. Dind. Photius Cod. 121. 
11 Zur Quellenkritik des Epiphanios. S. 38. 12 Tbid. 8. 106. 
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original.'® Where Epiphanius, Philastrius, and Pseudo-Tertullian 
disagree in details, it appears that the first mentioned is using an 
older and better source.“ 

The common source, the document lying back of all three 
of our authors must have been Hippolytus. “So werden wir 
auch von dieser Seite her zu dem Resultate gedriingt; die Grund- 
schrift, welche Epiphanios, Philaster, und Pseudo-Tertullian be- 
nutzten, ist in der Tat keine andere als Hippolyt’s Syntagma 


wider 32 Ketzereien.”™ 


A comparison of Epiphanius with Irenaeus on information 
concerning Cerinthus is interesting. 


Trenaeus 1° 
Haer. I. 261. 

tov de Inootv wrébero wy ék 
map 0évou ryeyevving Bat, yeyovevat 
Oe auTov ex "loonp cat Mapias 
UVLOV OMOiwWs Tois NOLTOIS dracw 
avO perros Kat dwvarerepov ye- 
yovévar dikatocvvn Kai Twp- 
a 4 a “A 9, , 
pocivy Kat copia tev avOpe- 
Kat pera TO Bamicua 
a ° s A 3 nn ¢ A 
katedOetv eis adtov ex Ths UTEP 
Sisto 9 , ‘ A 
Ta 0Aa ai0evtias Tov Xpuorov 
€v eloet TepiaTepas, Kat TOTE 
Kypvga Tov ayvworov TwaTépa 
kat duvauers émitedéo Oat, 7 pos 


TOV, 


dé T@ Tee aTorTHva Tov 
Xpicrov ao Tod’ Inoob, kat Tov 
Incovv werovOéva Kat eynyép- 
Oa, Tov de Xpiorov arad7 dva- 
MemevnKevat TvevmariKoy brap- 
Xovra. 


Epiphanius 
Haer. 23 1. (latter part). 
.. avwOev O€ ... weTa TO a0- 
pwOjvac Tov aro omépuaros 


"Iwonp Kat Mapias ryeryevnuévov, 


, ‘ 4 
KaTeAn\v0evat Tov Xpicrov eis 
: am , » Q a 
@QUTOV TOUT éoTly TO TveDLA 
AQ @ =! A sp) 
TO dytov ev etde TepirTepas. 
4 bJ , ° a A ’ 
Kat amokadivbar avT@ Kai ox 
a ’ A 8 
To peT avTov Tov 

4 & 
Kai da 

fol 3 A Q 
TOUTO émeldn HArAOEV cig adTov 
* , , ° 
avwbev dvvamis, duvapets, émt- 


° a 
QuTou 
” 

ayvecTov TaTépa, 


, 4 9 ~ ld 
TeTENEKEVaL, Kal aUTOU TeTOVOG- 
A > ‘ + ° nw 
Tas To €XOov avwOev avarrhva 
4 ~ cel 
aro Tod Inoot dvw. mrerovOéra 
4A 
oé Tov Twadw 
’ tf Q 4 A 
eynyepuevov, Xpiorov dé Tov 
” ° , ’ eM eS: a 
avwOev eXOovra ets adrov aay 
° 
avarTravTa omTep €oTt TO KaT- 
3 ° # ~ q 
eAOdby ev cider TWeplaTepas, Kat 
A 5 ral 
ov Tov |noouv eivat Xpiorev. 


’ a \ 
Incotv Kat 


19 Lipsius, Quellenkritik der dltesten Ketzergeschichte, S. 114—115. 


14 Thid. S. 133. 


15 Tbid. 8,117. 


16 The Greek text is taken from Lipsius. The text is given in Latin in 
Migne, Patrologia Latina, tomns7, p.686, and in A.Stieren’s Irenaeus, p.253. 


EPIPHANIUS, PHILASTRIUS, PS9EUDO-TERTULLIAN AND JEROME 79 


Here Epiphanius” is drawing largely from Irenaeus. He 
does not give in full the entire first sentence of his source, 
but is diverted to Hippolytus, substituting Xpiords for Incots 
in Irenaeus. Then he follows Irenaeus more accurately, but 
adds to the phrase cateAn\vOévar Tov Xpicrov, the explanatory 
words To rvevua TO dytov, manifestly borrowed from Hippolytus. 
Following phrases rest upon a mixture of the two sources. 
Then the last words serve to harmonize them. The words To 
KaTedOor, or TO €AOdv avwOev (Hippolytus) are explained by 
Irenaeus’ expression 6 Xpioros. Certainly, according to the 
latter, Cerinthus distinguished between tov ‘Incotv and ov 


Xproroy. 


Epiphanius 
Pan. Haer. 28 1. 
Kijpudos .. . ag? 
ovmrep KypwOtavoi de- 
yopevol, tet... €&n- 
yeirat Kai oTOS, ex 
Mapias Kal ék o7ép- 

’ 4 sy 
patos lwaonb tov 
Xpiorov yeyevviia- 
Oat. oddev yap ov- 
ToS Tapa Tov 7 PWTOV 

> r 
(Kaproxpay) omaA- 
rake ... GAN’ év TOU- 
sine 
TW [LOVOY, Ev TH TPO- 
, a? oo a 
céxew TH lovdaicud 
A 4a , 4 
a70 mepous. packet de 
ovTOS TOV vOMoY Kal 
Tous Tpopyras v7TO 
ayyeAwy didda Oat kat 
A , Q , 
TOV O€OWKOTA TOV VO- 
pov éva eivat TOY ay- 
yedwv TeV KOTLOV 
TETOINKOTWV, 


17 See Lipsius’ criticism of the above. 


phanios. S. 118. 


Compare again: 


Philastrius 
Haer. 36. 
Cerinthus successit 
hujus errori et si- 
militudine vanita- 
tis docens de gene- 
ratione  salvutoris 
deque creatura an- 
gelorum, in nullo 
discordans ab eo, 
nisi quia ex parte 
solum legi consensit 
quod a deo data sit, 
et ipsum deum Ju- 
daeorum eum esse 
aestimat qui legem 
dedit filus Israel 
docet autem circum- 
cidi et sabbatizare. 


Pseudo-Tertullian. 
Haer.48 De Praes. 
Post hunc Cerinthus 
haereticus erupit si- 
milta docens. Nam 
et ipse mundum in- 
stitutum esse ab illis 
diet; Christum ex 
semine Joseph natum 
proponit, hominem 
illum tantummodo 
sine divinitate con- 
tendens, ipsam quo- 
que legem ab angelis 
datum perhibens, Ju- 
daeorum dewm non 
dominum sed ange- 

lum promens. 


Zur Quellenkritik des Epi- 
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Here the chief source is Hippolytus. There is a little “worked 
in” material from Irenaeus. Epiphanius’ beginning shows 
evident revision of Hippolytus'®. Philastrius gives a more 
accurate extract than does Pseudo-Tertullian. 

To the above Irenaeus offers no’ parallel, except that he 
mentions the separation of the world from the highest God, 
and the Ebionitic representation of the Person of Christ. The 
above three transcribers of Hippolytus liken the doctrine of 
Cerinthus to that of Carpocrates. Still more important, all 
three show in Cerinthus very strong Judaism. Pseudo-Tertullian 
and Epiphanius agree in reporting him as teaching that the 
Law was given by angels, and one of them was the Jewish 
God. Epiphanius’ statement is the more accurate of the two. 
He mentions the Prophets with the Law, and says the law- 
giver was one of the creating angels. Lipsius! is positive 
here that Philastrius is translating Greek into Latin, on account 
of the sentence structure. Philastrius reports that Cerinthus 
did not’ differ from Carpocrates in Christology. Epiphanius says: 

OUK amo Tis Tpwarns Kat avwOev dvvauews Tov KOFMOY yeyevic- 
Oat, avwbev Se ék TOO avw Ocod x. TX. Here he is certainly 
using the words of Hippolytus.”° p erent 

Epiphanius is not concerned about his contradiction in confusing 
Xpicrds as the son of Joseph and Mary, then again using 
Xpicros for "Incovs, Likewise to be regretted is his further 
contradiction when he says, following Irenaeus, that Jesus not 
only suffered, but rose from the dead, while later, following 
Hippolytus (c.6) he says Jesus’ was not yet risen, but awaited 
the general resurrection. It is credible that. the assertions 
beginning with eta dé adpuvOjvar tov Xpirrdy, and ending 
with 70 kaTeNOov avarriivac avw, describing the descent. of the 
Holy Spirit in the form of a dove are from Hippolytus.?! 
According to Hippolytus elsewhere, it was not the aeon, Christ 
(as held by Cerinthus) that came upon the human Jesus, but 
the Holy Spirit, and Christ is not distinguished from the 
human Jesus. It is evident that Irenaeus, under the influence 


1s Lipsius, Zur Quellenkritik des Epiphanios, 8.115. 
19 Tbid. 8.117. 20 Ibid. S, 117. 21 Ibid, S$. 119. 
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of the later Gnostic systems, has changed the genuine teachings 
of Cerinthus, while Hippolytus, who is here independent of 
Irenaeus, gives the correct representation of the two common 
sources. Epiphanius c.2—5 drew his material from Hippolytus, 
as the parallels of Philastrius show, although each uses peculiar 
material. The statement of Philastrius: docet autem circumcidi 
et sabbatizare*® does not agree verbatim with Epiphanius, who 
mentions only Cerinthus’ zeal for circumcision. On the other 
hand, both make Cerinthus the instigator of the disturbance 
which gave occasion to the Apostolic decrees, and Epiphanius 
numbers him with those who, when Peter baptized Cornelius, 
questioned the apostle’s conduct; also with those who demanded 
that Paul should circumcise Titus. Although unhistorical, 
these stories had already been accepted by Hippolytus. 

Epiphanius seldom has verbatim contacts with Philastrius, 
since the former is elaborate” in his accounts, and the latter 
is brief. Epiphanius apparently based c. 5 upon Hippolytus. 
Philastrius says Cerinthus recognized only Matthew's Gospel, 
and rejected Paul. Epiphanius adds that he honored Judas, 
and rejected John, Mark, and Luke, and Acts; also that he 
blasphemed the martyrs. Epiphanius has nothing upon which 
to base the rejection of Mark, Luke and John, save the in- 
formation that Cerinthus’ followers accepted Matthew only. 
It is possible that Epiphanius took outright his material in 
es. 2 and 3 from Hippolytus. 

In c. 5 the text of Epiphanius reads as follows: Xpovra 
yap té cata MarOaiov evayyeNiw ard Mépous Kal ovxi Aw adda 
Ola THY ryeveadoyiay Thy évoapKoy, Kal TavTny papTtuplay épovew 
aro Tou evayyeNiov madw AéyorTes STI, apKeTov TH uabyry va 
yevnrat ws 6 dwacKados.”” Ti ovv; paci, repeTunOn 6 Incois, 
TepiTuHOnre Kai avTos, Xpirros kaTa vouor, paciv, éro\TevoaTo, 
Kal aUTOS TA ica Toincor, = 

tov oe [laidov aBerobvor dia TO uy TelPer Oat TH TepiTous. GArG 
éxBadXovew avrov dia TO elonxévat,” Oot ev vouw dixaovabe, THs 


XaptTos eLeTrécare. = 


22 Haer. 36. 23 Acts 15. 24 Tbid. 111-4. 25 Gal. 2 3. 
26 See Pan. XX VIII ¢.s3 and 4. 27 Matt. 10 25. 28 Cf. XXX. 36. 


29 Gal. 5 2. 
6 
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Epiphanius has been speaking about Cerinthus. Note his 
plurals: ypavra, pépovor, acl, aberoto, etc. Before this 
he used the singular in speaking of Cerinthus. In this case 
he is speaking probably of the followers of this heretic.*° He 
could not well have meant here the Ebionites, since a comparison 
with Philastrius would forbid. Also the saying apxerov T@ 
pabnty va ryevnT au Ge 6 dudaccados is found in Pseudo-Ter- 
tullian.2t It is probable that this information rests upon 
Hippolytus, since the beginning of c.6 of Epiphanius is certainly 
taken from this author. We can restore the text of Hippolytus 
by comparing Epiphanius and Philastrius here. 


Epiphanius. c. 6 1. Philastrius. Haer. 36. 

odtos Jé KijpwOos avdnros cai Christum nondum surrexisse 
avonTtov dwWarKados packet aa- & mortuis sed surrecturum an- 
Aw ToApjoas Xpirroy Temrov- nunciat. 
Oévar kat éoravpocOat pajTrw Oé 
éynyepOat, mehhew de avicTac- 
Oa Srav 4 KaOddXov yéevnTtat 
vek ov OVATTACLS. 

We have seen that both Epiphanius and Philastrius followed a 
common source, stating that Cerinthus was Judaistic.*? In this 
they were no doubt following Hippolytus, as in the material on the 
belated resurrection of Christ. Following this, Epiphanius® 
rests his authority upon oral tradition. He says: év tavTn yap 
TAT Pll, pnp dé “Acia adda Kat ev TH Tavatia wav Kpace 
To TovTwy diWackadeiov. This was probably not found in 
Hippolytus. Possibly the spread of the Cerinthians in Galatia 
induced Epiphanius, without foundation, to represent them as 
the opponents in Paul's letter to the Galatians. Probably on 
similar oral tradition rests the statement that the Cerinthians 
were called Merinthians,** something that has not been proved 
historical. 


30 See c. 6. 

31 Nemo discipulus super magistrum nec servus super dominum. Tomus IT 
and De Praes 48. 

32 Hpiphanius c.2—5. Philastrius 36. 33 ¢. 6. latter part. 

34 xadodvrar 58 mdAw oro. MnpwOtavol, ws 4 éNOodoa els Huds Pdors wepréxer. 28 8. 
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Let us next consider the sources used by Epiphanius iu 
his treatment of Jewish-Christian sects. He seems to have 
been the first church father to designate the Nazarenes and 
Ebionites as separate sects. Irenaeus knew nothing of the 
division, nor did his contemporaries. The conditions discussed 
by Justin Martyr® prevailed for years after his death. There 
were two strong tendencies, even factions, but no open rupture. 
Philastrius and Pseudo-Tertullian used the term Ebionites of 
all Jewish Christians. The question of the supernatural birth 
of Jesus did not divide them, though they differed on this 
point. Epiphanius, followed by Jerome, speaks of the sect 
named Nazarenes, and we learn that it then, as in the oldest 
times, stood for all who desired to be both Jews and Christians 
at the same time. Jewish Christians holding to the Law as 
obligatory on Jews only called themselves Nazarenes. Unbelieving 
Jews likewise addressed them thus. Jerome lived among the 
Nazarenes in Beroea, and knew them. Of the Ebionites, he 
only repeated older traditions. His testimony is that the 
Syrian Christians whom he knew did not reject Paul, and 
recognized him as the Apostle to the Gentiles. They did 
-not require the Gentile Christians to be circumcised. 

We now turn to Epiphanius. What he writes about the 
Nazarenes is evidently not drawn from older authorities. He 
is not using Hippolytus now as his Grundschrift. No. He is 
just putting together popular reports gathered from his con- 
temporaries. He invokes no authority, but says ws 6 ets yuas 
eOwy Teptéxet Aoyos.*© As a result he was deceived about 
many details. It is worthy of note here that Philastrius, 
working independently, fared no better. Epiphanius was in 
error, just to give a few examples, in describing the Essenic 
Ebionites. He gave their residence east of the Jordan. Odros 
pev ovv 6 EXBiwv Kat avros év Th Agia ... Tas de piCas Tay 
axavOwdav rapadpvadwy éxovew amd te tis NaBaraias kai 
Ilaveados TO tAcioTov, MwaBiridds Te cai Koxa Bor év ty Baca- 
viride yy*’ He erred in making divisions of Jewish and 


35 Dialogue with Trypho. ec. 47 3. 
36 Pan. Haer. XXIX. 1. 37 Ibid. XXX. 18 1. 
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Ghristian Ebionites; also of Jewish and Christian Nazarenes. 
He-failed to draw the proper boundary line between Christian 
Ebionites and Christian Nazarenes. He thought he could 
trace the Nazarenes back to the earliest days, when Jews who 
knew nothing of Jesus were evangelized by the apostles and 
called themselves NaCwpaious,* not Nacapaious.*® _Lipsius 
thinks all this the creation of Epiphanius’ fancy, which may 
show how little there is for a foundation to much of his reports.” 
These »NaCwpaior« had no Essenic element as they accepted 
the entire Old Testament. 

They like the original Jewish Christians, designated Jesus 
the vais Ocov.‘! Epiphanius’ actual knowledge of them was so 
meager that he was uncertain whether they accepted the 
virgin birth of Jesus or not.” He says the Jews were very 
hostile to these NaGwpaio. ov povov yap of Tov ” Lovdaiwy 
maides 1 pos TOUTOUS KEKTNVTAL MLTOS, GANG Kal auoTapevoe EwOev 
Kal means jpepas Kat Tet THY éomépav, Tpis THs jmepas OTE evxXas 
émiredouow éavTois ev Tais cuvaywyais émap@vTat avTois Kat ava- 
OewatiCoucr,** Hilgenteld thinks these were a remnant of the 
primitive Church.“* Epiphanius’ "lecoaio.*® are the same as 
the Therapeutai of Pseudo-Philo, and his’ Eocaio have nothing 
to do with the Jewish Na(wpaio. He probably wove this 
tangled skein from a writing of Julius Africanus,** who had 
traveled around Chocab. Through the intercalation of NaCwpaio., 
Epiphanius has destroyed the immediate connection between 
Cerinthus and the Ebionites, which both Irenaeus and Hippolytus 
represented. But he has avoided the distinction between the 
two classes of Ebionites represented by Origen and Eusebius. 
Departing from Hippolytus, which is his Grundschrift, he 
makes Ebion not the successor of Cerinthus, but of these 
same NaCwpaio, who, he explains, were older than the 
Ebionites. *’ 


38 Pan. Haer. XXIX. 5 6. 39 Ibid. XXIX. 61. 
40 Zur Quellenkritik des Epiphanios, 8. 133. 
4t Acts 313 etc. 42 Panarion XXIX. 7. 43 Ibid. XXIX. 9 2, 


44 Judenthum und Juden-Christenthum, S.87. 45 Panarion XXIX. 1 4: 
46 Hilgenfeld, Judenthum und Juden-Christenthum, S. 88. 
47 Panarion XXIX. 56. 
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Epiphanius** does follow Hippolytus in using the name 
Ebion as the founder of the Ebionites. In this he is paralleled 
by Philastrius*® and Pseudo-Tertullian.” Tertullian™ himself 
also follows Hippolytus. The last mentioned is the -first to 
use the name. Irenaeus knew it not. Tertullian folowed the 
tradition. In de praescrip. haer.*? he notices Ebion as the 
champion of circumcision and Law, combatted by Paul in the 
Epistle to the Galatians: Hebionis haeresis hic est. Again, 
potut haec opinio Hebioni convenire qui nudum hominem ete. 
While the tradition seems to be strong, all evidence appears 
to rest upon the sole testimony of Hippolytus, and that without 
foundation. Says Hilgenfeld, ,.4n Ebion als Stifter der Ebionder 
hat in der alten Kirche niemand gezweifelt.“** However, Hilgen- 
feld’s contention has not carried conviction. It might also be 
said, that, apart from him, practically no one in the modern 
church believes there was such a man as Ebion. 

In regard to the tenets of the Ebionites, Epiphanius repeats 
some things predicated of the Cerinthians:” ’Avyovor dé radu 
TepiTouny €xovTes Kat ceuvivovta d70ev TavTny eivat oppayida 
Kal XapaxTnpa Tov TE TAT plapX@v Kai duKaiwy TOY KATA TOY 
YOMOV TemToALTEvOMEVwY, OL AAS eEicovcba éxetvors voutCover Kat 
OnTa am avTot Tou Xpirrov Thy cteTacw TavTys BovNovTat 
pépew we cal of rept KypivOov. act yap Kat otro Kara Tov 
éxeivov Anpwdn NOyov » apkerov TH maOnTH elva ws 6 OwWacKados«. 
» repeTunOn, nol, o Xpores, Kai ov mepiTpnOnti«. This, ac- 
cording to Lipsius, was very probably borrowed from Hippolytus.™ 
Philastrius shows Hippolytus agreeing with Tertullian” on the 
Christology of the Ebionites; also Hippolytus, according to 
Philastrius,"® described the Judaizing custom of the Ebionites 
through the words nemo discipulus super magistrum, nec servus 
super dominum, in which they sought to justify their practices 
by appealing to the example of Christ’s obedience to the Law. 


48 Panarion XXX.21; 81, et sec. 49 Adv. Haer. 37. 50 Ibid. 11. 
51 Tbid. c. III. 52 6.33. 53 De Carne Christi. See also De Virg. vel.6. 
54 Ketzergeschichte, S. 423. 55 Panarion XXX. 26 1, 2. 
56 Zur Quellenkritik des Epiphanios, S. 139. 

51 De Carne Christi 14, De Virg. vel. 6. 

58 Lipsius, Zur Quellenkritik des Epiphanios, S. 139. 
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Chapter XXX of the Panarion has a wealth of new material. 
Inthe picture of the Ebionites run the two forms of Jewish 
Christianity, the so-called “popular,” and the Essenic form. 
The author is conscious of the difference, and uses the former 
only of “Ebion,” and the latter of the Elkesaites. How about 
these different sources? Evidently there was an older source, 
possibly two, of which Hippolytus was one, and a more recent 
source. Epiphanius brings Ebion into direct relations with the 
Cerinthians and Carpocratians. He says:® odros yap 6’ EBiwv 
avyXpovos mev TOUTwY UmIpxeV, an avtav de civ avTois av 
épuara. Our author is not very clear here. In c. 2 we read: 
Ta mpaTa de ek TapaTpiBis Kat ore par os avdpos, TouT éoTw 
TOU loon, TOV Xpurrov yeyevvnc Oat Edeyer, ws Kal On nui 
mpoeipyta, OT. Ta tza Tois GAAow ev dract ppovav év ToT! 
pov dieépeTo ev TO TH vOUM tov lovdaicuot mpocavéxew KaTa 
caBBaticpov Kat KaTa THY TepLTOUNY Kal KaTa Ta GA\Aa TavTa, 
dcamrep mapa.’ lovdaiors kal Dapapeiras emrredrcirat.©° The aot 
could not refer to Nazarenes, since, they, as he said previously, 
agreed with “Ebion.” Much more they could only have one 
mind if they referred to Cerinthus, of whom, on account of 
his view of the origin of the Law, and other opinions, one 
could not say rpocavexew TH Lovdaicpot vouw Kata TavTa (see 
above) since Epiphanius describes him as tpocéyew . . . ao 
wépous, With this Philastrius® agrees; also Pseudo-Tertullian.” 
Presumably Epiphanius is drawing from Hippolytus again who 
probably said "EBiov .. . axorovOev Kat duora te KypivOo 
ppovor, év TOUTH Movy dvesbépeTo ev T@ TH vOUwW KaTAa TayTa 
mpocavéxev. Accordingly, “Ebion’s” doctrine of the human 
birth of Jesus agrees well with that of Cerinthus, but the 
stricter Judaism of the former, especially in regard to the 
origin of the Law, may here be in our author’s mind. But he 
is confusing things all along here. He says: ’Iyjcobv yeyevn- 
Mévov €K TTEPUATOS avdpos kat émi\exOévra, KaTa ékAoyyy viov 
Oeov KAnOevra, aro TOO dvwOev eis adTov iKovTOoOs Xpirrot ev 


59 Panarion XXX. 2 1. 60 Ibid. XXX. 2 2. 
61 Haer. 37. ,,Hebion... Cerinthi, in multis et similiter errans.“ 
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cidee repiotepas. This corresponds well with the Christology 
ascribed by Irenaeus™ to Cerinthus, which the Ebionites appear 
to have shared. 

Before dismissing Epiphanius and his sources, we will discuss 
his statements concerning the use of the Hebrew gospel by 
the Jewish Christian sects. He says® concerning the Nawpaior: 
éxouor dé TO Kata MarOaiov evaryyéAuov TANpeaTaToy EBpaioi. 
Tap’ avTots yap eacpws TOUTO, KaQwe e& apxiis eypagn. 
‘EBpaiicois ypdumacw ere oo Cerau. OvK oida oe él , Kat Tas yevea- 
Noylas Tas amTO TOU ‘ABpaapy & ax pe Xprrrov TepteiAoy. Jerome, 
copying Origen, says, Ut in Hebraico quoque evangelio legimus 
dominum ad discipulos loguentum etc. This tradition probably 
goes back to Apollinarius,*° a Greek who knew Hebrew. 
Evidently, Epiphanius knew so little about this “Hebrew 
Matthew” that he could not settle the all-important question 
about the genealogy, and with it, the Christology of the first 
chapter. 

Jerome made a blunder in connection with this same book. 
He found it among the Nazarene Christians of Beroea in 
Syria. He mistook it for the “original gospel of Matthew 
written in the Hebrew tongue,” when it was nothing but an 
Aramaic targum, — free homiletical rendition in Aramaic of 
our Greek Matthew. “Jerome, ignorant of the very language 
in which his ‘authentic Hebrew’ was written, gave color to 
his claims of discovery by borrowing from Origen certain 
quotations from the Evangelium Hebraeorum, a totally different 
work, probably written in Greek, not of Nazarene (orthodox) 
but pronounced Ebionite character. The addition from Origen 
was incongruous, but in an uncritical age it served to bolster 
up the false claims of Jerome.” Such a quotation of Origen’s 
is found in his commentary on John: Kay dé Tpoouiirat Te 
To Ka’ “EBpaious edayyéMor, évOa avros 6 owrip prow. » aore 
€raBe me 7 maT HP jou, TO drytov TveuUa eV pa TOV T PLY av jwou 


64 Adv. Haer. I. 25. 65 Panarion XXIX. 9 4. 

86 Apollinarius the Younger. Teacher of Jerome in 374. Flourished 
in the latter half of the fourth century. Bishop of Laodicea. 

67 Bacon, Date and Authorship of Mark, p. 59. 68 [bid. p. 205. 
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Kal amiveyké pe els TO Opos To peya OaBop.« Clement of 
Alexandria also preserves a quotation from this work:7 “He 
vav to Ka “EG paious evayyerlo, » 0 Gavuacas Bacirevoe «, 
yéevparra, » Kal 6 Baorevoas avaratcerat«. 

Iienaeus says:" Solo autem eo quod est secundum Matthaeum 
evangevo utuntur (Ebionaei) et apostolum Paulum recusant, 
apostatem eum legis dicentes. Irenaeus is here speaking of 
the apocryphal gospel of the Ebionites. It would seem plain 
that the Nazarene Hebrew gospel was the Aramaic targum of 
our canonical Matthew, which none of the Church fathers 
thought of as a fifth gospel, and that it was a different’? work 
from the one used by the Ebionites, which was an apocryphal, 
heretical work. Up to Eusebius, there is no hint by any of 
the church fathers that it was written in a non-Greek language. 
According to Zahn it had 280 lines less than our Matthew.” 
In addition to the quotation from Origen” about the Holy 
Spirit as the mother of Jesus, it contained a different account 
of a woman taken with many sins,” also an agraphon about 
one not seeking rest until he finds, etc.”° Jerome speaks of 
translating this Hebrew gospel into Greek and Latin, but he 
only means that he found it in Greek, copied it, and translated 
in into Latin. Several times his language must be thus 
construed.” 

Jerome has preserved for us the most important and 
determinant fragment we possess of the Evayyedov Kal 
‘EBpatovs used by Origen. It is the narrative of the re- 
surrection of Jesus. Here everything related to the festal 
observance centered on the appearance to James. Here the 
Lord’s brother, James “the Just,” takes the place occupied 
im the Synoptic tradition by Peter. Jerome says:’ evangelium 
quoque quod appelatur secundum Hebraeos et a me nuper 
im graecum sermonem latinumque translatum est, quo et 


70 Strom. II. 945, Charteris’ Canonicity, p. 452... 7! Adv. Hauer. I. 26 2. 
72 Schmidtke, Neue Fragmente und Untersuchungen 2u den Juden- 


ehristlichen Evangelien, S. 66 ff. 73 Tbid. S. 126. 
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Adamantius” saepe utitur, quod post resurrectionem Salvatoris 
refert: , Dominus autem cum dedisset sindonem servo sacerdotis, 
wit ad Jacobum et apparuit ei — juraverat enim Jacobus se non 
comesurum panem ab illa hora qua biberat calicem Dominus, 
donec videret ewm resurgentem a dormientibus —; rursusque post 
paululum, ,afferte, ait Dominus, mensam et panem’. Statimque 
additur: Tulit panem et benedixit ac fregit et dedit Jacobo Justo 
et dixit ei: ,frater mi, comede panem tuum, quia resurrexit 
Filius hominis a dormientibus.\“ 

Schmidtke gives the following summary® to distinguish 
between the Nazarene gospel and the Gospel according to 
the Hebrews: 


1. The Gospel according to the Hebrews was a Greek book, 
the Nazarene Gospel was Aramaic. 

2. The Nazarene Gospel was either the traditional Grund- 
schrift of our Matthew, or a translation of an official copy 
of the same. (Doubtless the latter). The Gospel according 
to the Hebrews was always considered non-canonical. Origen 
was the last Greek author to give it serious attention. Cyril 
of Jerusalem and Athanasius both condemned it. 

3. The Nazarene Gospel, as shown by comparison with our 
Matthew has lost significant passages. Matthew in Greek has 
2500 lines. The Gospel according to the Hebrews had 2200. 

4, The Gospel according to the Hebrews was the special 
Gospel of the Ebionites. The Nazarene Gospel, not so. 

5. The Gospel according to the Hebrews, in its story of 
the virgin birth of Jesus, the first acts in the narrative of the 
temptation, the confusion of the watchers, the going of the 
women to the grave, the meeting of the angel, etc. has made 
radical change from the narratives in the Nazarene Gospel. 

6. The Gospel according to the Hebrews pushed James 
the brother of Jesus to the front, and relegated Peter to 
the rear.*! 


79 Origen. 80 Neue Fragmente und Untersuchungen 
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81 Jerome, De viris Illustribus, Cap. IL. 
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The testimony of Jerome, the Latin translator of Origen, 
who so confused people and things in his ignorance, is 
misleading in regard to the Gospel according to the Hebrews, 
and cannot be used here for proof. The same is true, in 
lesser degree of Epiphanius. He even confused Tatian with 
the author of the work, and his followers with the Ebionites. 
He it was who firmly fixed the title ro xa0’ ‘EGpatous evayyédov 
upon the special Gospel of the Ebionites.°? 


82 Schmidtke, Neue Fragmente und Untersuchungen, SS. 166—168. 


> 3 


CHAPTER XVIII 
ORIGEN AND EUSEBIUS. 


word should be said about Origen and his sources. He is 
sometimes followed by Eusebius. Origen’ recognizes two 
sects of Ebionites »ot dirrtot ’ EPiwvaiouw, one that accepts the 
virgin birth, and one that rejects. He is mixed and says that 
both reject Paul and his epistles. This is due to the confusion 
from calling all Jewish Christians Ebionites. Eusebius follows 
Origen in calling both classes Ebionites.” Origen says:* 
Zotwoav dé twee Kal Tov Incouv aTrOdEXOMEVOL, WS Tapa TOUTO 
Xpioriavot elvat avXovvTes, ére 0& kal kata Tov Lovdatwy vopov 
bs Ta lovdatwv 7AjOy Biobv é0édovres. He is not here following 
Justin. Elsewhere, it will be found that Hippolytus is his 
chief source for the Ebionites. He describes them as champions 
of literal interpretations of Scripture, and the imitation of 
Jesus in his obedience to the Law. In his commentary on 
Matthew‘ 26 17, 18 he says: secundum haec forsitan aliquis 
imperitorum requiret cadens in Kbionismum ex eo quod Jesus 
celebravit more Judaico pascha corporaliter, sicut et primum 
diem azimorum et pascha, dicens, quia convenit et nos imitatores 
Christi similiter facere: non considerans, quoniam Jesus, cum 
venisset temporis plenitudo, et missus fuisset, factus est de muliere 
factus est sub lege, non wt eos, qua sub lege erant, sub lege 
relinqueret, sed ut educeret eos ex lege. 
It is easy to trace the source of Origen here. In the 
Chronicon Paschale, there is a quotation® of Peter of Alexandria, 


1 C. Celsum, V.61. 2 H. E. III. 27. 3 CO. Celsum, V. 61, 62. 

4 Opera, Vol. LV. Lomatzsch p. 406. 

5 Chron. Pasch. ed. Dindorfius, p.4ff. See also Bunsen, Hippolytus and 
his Age. Vol. I. pp. 106, 107. 
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which serves for the introduction. He says, in combatting 
the Quartodecimans, that there are certain ones, contentious 
in their nature, simpletons in knowledge, who maintain that 
it is necessary to keep Easter on the 14* day of the first 
month, according to the command of the Law, regardless of 
whatever day it happens to be, remembering that it is written 
in the Law, ‘cursed shall he be who does not keep it as it is 
ordered’; forgetting that the Law was given to Jews, and not 
to Christians. Peter adds that Hippolytus, the witness of 
religion, has written literally thus in his treatise against all 
the Heresies:°® ‘Ope pev ovv OTe proverxias TO épyov. Aéye 
(the Quartodeciman adversary) yap ovrws' éroiqce TO racxa 
r) Xpicros TOTE TH ucpa Kal érabev? dO Kaye det Sv TpoTov 6 
KU PLoS eTolnoev OUTW ToLElY, 

Here Hippolytus was on his own ground. He was the 
authority of his time on the subject. With no other conflict 
did he so concern himself. Bunsen’ represents his Treatise 
on the Passover “as his most glorious monument and relic” 
and it is quoted on the cathedra on which his statue is seated, 
4 monument erected probably in less than a century after his 
death. About 70 years later, Peter, the learned Alexandrian, 
referred to the above words of Hippolytus.® 


Eusebius in discussing the Judaizers followed Origen. He 
says:° .. . ouodoyotvres TH Tar TPoTépwv TepieTpeTrOVTO 


6 Chron. Pasch. p.12. sq. ed. Dind. Photius Cod. 121. Extract in Charteris’ 
Canonicity, p. 194. 

7 Hippolytus and his Age. Vol. I. p.109. See also Jerome, De viris 
Illustribus, LUXI. ‘de pascha’. 

8 “This, though said to be from Hippolytus on Heresies, is not found 
in that work as now in existence. Its genuineness therefore rests on 
the authority of the anonymous author who quotes it.” Footnote in 
Charteris’ Canonicity, p. 193. “The Chronicon Paschale was probably 
composed by a cleric who belonged to the entourage of Sergius, patriarch 
of Constantinople 610—638, It extended from the creation of Adam to 
the year 629, but the beginning and end are lost.” Krueger, article in 
Schaff-Herzog Encyc. — The author, except for his own time, confined 
himself to copying sources. It is claimed by some that Hippolytus kept 
the Chronicon Paschale for sixteen years. Charteris’ Canonicity, p. 193. 
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dvoceBeia, partota Ste Kal THY cHMaTiKnY Tept TOV voMov 
AaTpeEtay Omoiws exeivors Te pleTrely ea rovdaCor, ovTo. O€ TOU meV 
aTooTOAO) Tacas TAs éeriaTOAGS apynréas yryouvro eva deiv, 
arocTatny amoKkaXouvTes adTov TOU vduou evayyerlo de move 
Te Kal ‘EBpaious Aeyouevw ypwmevor Tov oiToY cMLKPOY 
€TOLOUVTO Adyor. Kai ro pev caBBarov Kai THv anv” Loudaikny 
aywyny Omoiws exelvors mapepiharroy, Tais 0 av Kupiaxais vmepats 
nuiv TO mwapat\yjoia ets wyjuny THs Tov Kupiov avacTacews 
éweredovv, Eusebius furnishes us no independent information 
about Jewish Christian sects. 


PART IV 


SUBSEQUENT DEVELOPMENTS IN JEWISH 
CHRISTIAN SECTS. 


CHAPTER XIX 


THE SURVIVAL OF THE TWO JEWISH-CHRISTIAN 
FACTIONS. 


e now come to the historical development of the later 
Jewish Christianity. In order to clear the atmosphere, 

let us refer briefly to the previous situation at Corinth. We 
have seen that there were four factions: one of Paul, one of 
Apollos, one of Cephas, and one of Christ.! Of the factions 
following Paul and Apollos nothing need be said. They were 
evidently composed of Gentile Christians, each group posing 
as the champions of its favorite preacher, with no doctrinal 
or racial grounds for division. The factions of Cephas and 
Christ were Jewish. It is with these that we are now concerned. 
F.C. Baur, in Die Christuspartet in der korinthischen Ge- 
meinde, der Gegensatz des petrinischen und paulinischen Christen- 
thums in der diltesten Kirche,? merges the Petrine and Christ 
parties as one group, composed of those who invoked the 
chiefest of the apostles. They were, according to Baur, all 
Judaizers, and are to be identified with the opponents of 
Paul in Galatia. He calls attention to the fact that the party 
cry Xpicrob* instead of xvpiov is significant, and shows that 
it was only in the strict Jewish sense of Messiahship that the 
faction chose Jesus as leader. J.C. C. Schmidt agrees‘ with 
Baur in thinking that there were only two parties, the Paul- 
Apollos faction, and that of Peter-Christ.. Eichhorn® thinks 


1 1 Cor. 112. 
2 Baur, Die Christuspartei in der korinthischen Gemeinde, S. 84. 
3 Ibid. S. 68. 4 Ibid. S. 76. 5 Ibid. S. 63. 
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that the Christ party was composed only of neutrals who had 
no favorite human leader. Starr® takes the view that James, 
the head of the church at Jerusalem, was the leader of this 
faction while Flatt’ holds that it was formerly Sadducean, 
opposing the resurrection of the body,* antagonizing Paul, 
Judaizing, and invoking the names of both Peter and James. 
Zach Pierce® unites the two Jewish-Christian parties in another 
way: quoting the words of Clement of Rome” éw aAnQeias 
TVEUMATIKOS eweoTEIAEV Uuiv TEpt EavTOU TE kat Kya te xat 
A TOAAG, Ola TO Kal TOTE mpookNicets vuas mretoumo8a, he infers 
that the words" éyw tov Xpicrov are not genuine. If so, 
then the two Jewish Christian parties would be identical. 

These views do not seem tenable, in the light of subsequent 
historians. According to them there were, in the early Church, 
two distinct Jewish-Christian factions, whose paths lay in- 
creasingly apart. One of these was tolerant, the other intolerant. 
One welcomed the Gentile Christians and gave them fellowship. 
The other granted them fellowship only on condition that they 
be circumcised and keep the ceremonial Law of Moses. 

Justin Martyr is our first post-apostolic authority for dis- 
tinguishing between these two parties, the tolerant and the 
intolerant. In the Dialogue with Trypho we read:” 

Kisi, aTeKpwauny, A) Tpidor, Kal pide Kowavely OMAlas 7 
éxtias Tois ToLovTOIS TOAUOVTES Os ey OU cuvawvos etut, “AA 
dav avrot dua TO aaGeves THS yvoOuNs Kat Ta dca OUvavTaL vUY eK 
tov Mocéws, & dia TO oKAnpoKapoLov Tov Aaov vooupev duateT ax - 
Oat, weTa TOU emt TOUTOV TOY Xpriorov éhrriCew Kat Tas alwvious 
Kat pice duxccwom pagias kat evoeBeias udacce BovrAwvrat Kal 
aipa@vrat ouChy Tos Xproriavois Kal TLTTOIS, WS T POELTOY 5 py 
aeiOovTes avTous wTe TeptTéuver Oat Smolws avrois pte caBBati- 
eu pare ada boa TOLAUTA EoTL THEW, Kat 7 podauBavecr Oat Kau 
Kowwvely aravTwv, @s dmormAayyvors Kal adedois, detv aropai- 
voua. "Kay 6 ot aro Tov yévous TOU UmeTé pou mirTevew NEéyovTEs 
ert ‘rouTOY TOV Xpirrov, @ T pvdov, édeyor; ék TavTos KaTa TOV 


6 Baur, Die Christuspartei in der korinthischen Gemeinde, S. 63. 

7 Ibid. 8. 80. 8 1 Cor. 15 12. 

9 Baur, Die Christuspartei.in der korinthischen Gemeinde, S. 84. 

10 1 Clement. Ch. XLVIL. 3. 11 1 Cor. 1 12, 12 Ch. XLVII. 2—4. 
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dia Maoéws dtatayPévra vomov avayKkaCouct Cav TOUS e& eOvav 
MIFTEVOYTAS ET TOUTOY TOY Xpiorov 7 un KOWWVE AUTOS TIS 
TOHAVTNS TwVOLAYyWYIS aipouvrat, OMmolws Kal TOVTOUS OUK a7rodE- 
xoua. Tous dé reBouévous adtois éri Thy Evvomov TodTeiay peTa 
Tov duAacoew THy eg Tov Xpiorov tov Oeod omodroyiay Kat 
cudijccrOa tows vrodauBSavw. Tos de onoroyjcavtas Kai 
emvyvovTas ToUTOV eva TOV XpioTov Kat nTMovv aitia weTaBarTas 
emt THY €vvomoy TOALTELay apynrapévous STL ovTOS Erte 6 XpioTos, 
Kat mpw TedevTHs my weTayvorvTas, 00d dAws swOjcecOa 
amopaivoua. 

These two parties continued to flourish until the fifth century. 
The intolerant sect usually bore the name Ebionites, while 
the name most commonly given to the more tolerant was 
Nazarenes. There is much confusion and contradiction in the 
testimony of the early Christian fathers concerning these two 
groups. Origen™ called both Ebionites, and in this error he 
was followed by EKusebius.'* Jerome’ confused the Nazarenes 
of Pella with the Ebionites. He condemned the former, saying 
that they are neither Jews nor Christians, while wishing to 
be both. Notwithstanding the conflicting statements of the 
early authorities, however, the chief principles and practices 
of both groups seem clear. 


13 C. Celsum, V.61. 

“ H. B. U1. 27. Both Origen and Eusebius err in stating that both 
Hbionitic parties were anti-Pauline. 

's Jerome, Mp. 112 ad August, c. 13. “Dum volunt et Judaei esse et 
Christiant, nec Judaei sunt, neque Christiani.” 
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CHAPTER XX 
CERINTHUS. 


renaeus gives us some very definite statements about 

Cerinthus. He falls back upon Polycarp, his teacher, for 
his general authority. He recalls such things as he heard 
his master teach. It will be remembered that Irenaeus was 
a very young man when he left Asia Minor, and that he wrote 
his work on heresies many years later. He tells us the story? 
of the Apostle John’s encounter with Cerinthus; how the 
Apostle, on entering a bath house at Ephesus, saw Cerinthus 
there, and sprang out, fearing that the roof might fall in 
because the enemy of the Truth was there. This same story 
is told by Epiphanius,? with the substitution of “Ebion’s” name 
for that of Cerinthus. It is also related that a Jewish rabbi,° 
during the reign of Hadrian, entered a bath house of Hammam 
near Tiberias, and, on finding a Christian there, sprang out 
and escaped with his life, but the roof collapsed and caught 
the zealous rabbi by the robe he wore. Irenaeus’ story, evidently, 
lacks the marks of historicity. 

Eduard Schwartz‘ claims that Irenaeus, in order to paint 
himself ‘with a halo of discipleship under an apostle’s disciple, 
probably, with refined Unwahrhaftigke:t invented this story, 
and the legend of a Docetic Cerinthus that has been copied 
in part by certain of his successors. While Moffatt warns® 
us that “any wholesale depreciation of Irenaeus is uncritical,” 
and refers to Preuschen’s criticism of Schwartz in Berliner 


1 Adv. Haer. IIf. 111. 2 Panarion XXX. 24. 

3 Moffatt, Int. to N. T. Lit. p. 608. 

4 Johannes und Kerinthus, in Zeitschrift fiir neutestamentliche Wissen- 
schaft und die Kunde des Urchristenthums, S. 210—219. 

§ Int. to N. T. Lit. p. 609. 
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Philol. Wochenschrift,® we are reminded that Irenaeus’ memory 
must have misled him on many points. He’ even confuses 
James the son of Zebedee and the James of Acts 15, and 
asserts that Jesus did not die until the reign of Claudius 
(after 41 A. D.*). His account of Cerinthus, therefore, needs 
verification, especially when opposed by other ancient accounts. 

He says:° Ht Cerinthus autem quidam in Asia non a primo 
deo factum est mundum docuit, sed a virtute quadam valde 
separata et distante ab ea principalitate, quae est super universa 
et ignorante eum, qui est super omnia, deum. Jesum autem 
subiecit non ex virgine natum. Impossibile enim hoc er visum 
est fuisse autem ewm Joseph et Mariae filiwm, similiter ut reliqui 
omnes homines, et plus potuisse justitia et prudentia et sapientia 
ab omnibus, et post baptismum descendisse in eum ab ea princi- 
palitate, quae est super omnia, Christum figura columbae et tunc 
annunciasse incognitum Patrem et virtutes perfecisse: in fine 
autem revolasse iterum Christum de Jesu, et Jesum passum esse 
et resurrexisse, Christum autem impassibilem perseverasse, 
existentem sprritalem. 

According to Irenaeus, Cerinthus holds to the doctrine of 
the pleroma. The Creator is far below the highest God. Jesus 
- ig the son of the world creator, the human son also of Joseph 
and Mary. The pure Christ spirit descends upon Jesus at his 
baptism in the form of a dove, so he can announce the unknown 
Father and work miracles. But at the crucifixion Christ 
withdraws and Jesus suffers and rises from the dead. With 
this view of Cerinthus, both Epiphanius and Philastrius agree, 
getting their information, no doubt, from Hippolytus,’ their 
common source, who, in turn, had probably received this 
tradition by oral instruction from his teacher Irenaeus. The 
legend of a Gnostic Cerinthus seems to rest solely upon the 
ultimate questionable authority of Irenaeus, who went to Rome 
as a messenger of peace of the Gallic churches when Eleutherus 
ascended the bishop’s throne, and there collected the material 
for his work on the heresies. Hippolytus adds that Cerinthus 


6 1906. S. 101—105. 7 Adv. Haer. ITI. 12 15. 8 Ibid. II. 22. 
9 Thid. I. 26 1. 10 Philos. X. 21. Compare with Tren. Adv. Haer. 1.21 6. 
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was educated in Egypt. Kip os o€ Tis Kai adros Atyurriwy 
mavoeta aoxnOets. .. .1 

On the other hand, there is the tradition, better authenticated, 
that Cerinthus was a Judaizer. With this both Epiphanius 
and Philastrius agree. Philastrius says: docet autem circumcidi 
et sabbatizari. — hic sub apostolis quaestionem seditionis commovit 
dicens debere circumcidi homines.™ Epiphanius"™ states that 
Cerinthus was different from Carpocrates in this: év TW Tpocexety 
T® tovdaisue ard uépovs. The Panarion then continues with 
a number of conflicting stories, in which the author draws 
partly from oral sources, and in part confuses the teachings 
of Cerinthus with those of others. For example, he says: 
packer yap (Cerinthus) tov ror vomov dedwxdta otk ayabdy, ob 
T@ vou TeiBerOar doxei, dfrov Oé Sri cs ayab@®.. . obtos dé 
EOTL, AYATNTOL, Eis TOY ET TOY GrOTTONwY THY Tapaxny épyacape- 
vov OTE OF mept LaxwSov yeppagpacr els THY ‘Avrioyeray eT leT0- 
Anv™® |. . Kai obTos eis Cote TOY avTICTaYT WV T@ ayiw Uerpo, 
emreon etanAQe 7 pos Kopyjrtov’ Tov dywov" . . . dua yap TO elvac 
avrov éumepitouov, dn0ev avridixias eveca Tov éy axpoBuaria 
TLOTOV OLA TIS TEPLTOMAS THY mpopacww eOnpacato™. . . aités 
Te Kal of per avToU elpyacavro év avTy TH lepovoadijm, ornvixa 
Ilairocs avpdOe wera Titov xai ds obros epn OTL avdpas 
axpoBvarous ciajveyxe ue” EavToi." See also Panarion XX VIII, 
5—8 for further information about Cerinthus. The conjunction 
of Epiphanius, Pseudo-Tertullian and Philastrius on the Judaizing 
tendency of Cerinthus proves that this information is based 
upon their common source, Hippolytus. In this they have 
departed from Irenaeus. We have seen that wherein Hippolytus 
differs from Irenaeus, he is the more reliable of the two. His 
work is characterized by “more accurate researches”, as he 
himself says, and as his works prove.2° As the Grundschrift, 
therefore, of Epiphanius, Pseudo-Tertullian, and Philastrius, 


11 Philos. X. 21. See also VII. 3 and 33. 12 Haer. 36. 

13 Pseudo-Tertullian also says: Cerintho non in omni parte consentiens ... 
legem etiam proponit, scilicet ad excludendum evangelium et vindicandum 
Judaismum. (De Praes. 48). 

14 Panarion, Haer. XXVIII. 1 3. 15 Thid. 2 1. 16 [bid. 2 s, 


17 [bid. 2 4, 18 Thid. 2 6. 19 [hid. 4 1, 20 See above, p.74. 
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he: certainly emphasizes the Judaistic tendencies of Cerinthus. 
Although many of the stories told by Epiphanius are without 
foundation, they at least lend color to the view that Ceriuthus 
was a Jadaizer. Certainly his notions have an “intense Jewish 
background that neither philosophy nor Christianity could 
materially alter.”*! He insisted upon circumcision and Sabbath 
observance." Lipsius*? thinks that Irenaeus, in his remarks 
on Cerinthus was influenced by later Gnostic beliefs, because 
Gerinthus agreed with the Gnostics on the natural birth of 
Jesus, and perhaps changed the original tradition as given by 
Hippolytus. 

“We are further told by ek Hee that Cerinthus a 
“a mutilated form of Matthew’s gospel for the sake of its 
genealogy, which proves the human descent of Jesus”.? ypwvrat 
yap TO cara MarOaiov evayyerto — amo uépous kat ovxe drAw 
adda dua Tv yeveadoyiay Thy évoapKoy.* They quoted Christ’s 
example in obedience to the Law as the authority for demanding 
that Christians obey it. «at Tadray papTuptay pépovow, ame 
Tou evaryyeA lou wadw AéyorTes Ort » &pKeTov TO >» pabary ta 


* Smith and Wace, Dictionary of Christian Biography, p. 449. 

22. Zur Quellenkritik des Epiphanios, S. 119. 

23 Bacon, The Christ-Party in Corinth, p. 412. 

24 Panarion XXVIII. 51. Also XXX.37. According to Irenaeus 
(Haer, Bk, I. XX VI. 1) Cerinthus separated Jesus from the Christ. The 
divine Christ descended upon the human Jesus at the baptism, and 
deserted him at the crucifixion. Irenaeus also says that those again who 
separate Jesus from the Christ prefer the Gospel of Mark (Haer. Bk. ITI. 
XI. .7).: This would seem to indicate that Cerinthus, Carpocrates, and 
others preferred Mark, because they thought it favored their adoptionist 
Christology. Irenaeus says the Ebionites did not differ from Cerinthus 
in their Christology (Haer. Bk. I. XX VI. 2), yet he states specifically that 
they preferred the gospel of Matthew, meaning, no doubt, the apocryphal 
Gospei according to the Hebrews. His statements here show confusion 
of thought. On the other hand, Epiphanius (Panarion XXX. 14 2, 3) 
claims that Cerinthus and Carpocrates used Matthew, in order to show, 
by the genealogy at the beginning, that the Christ is of the “seed of 
Joseph and Mary.” We have also seen that Philastrius (Haer. XXXVI. 
“Kvangelium secundum Matthaeum solum accipit. Tria Evangelia spernit.”) 
is in conjunction with Epiphanius on this point, which shows that their 
authority is Hippolytus. Pseudo-Tertullian joins the above-mentioned 
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yevnra ws O duddonaros. Tl OvY, pasi, mepiTpnOn 6 Incas, 
meperyajOnre Kat aUTOS. Xpirros KaTG VOMOY, pyc, érodTevcaTOo, 
kat avTos Ta ica Toijcoy.” They rejected Paul because he 


did not teach circumcision. tov dé TlatAov aberotor dia TO my 


melOerOat 77 i TeprToun.”° 


Bacon says that this teaching is just the opposite. of the 
Docetic Cerinthus of Irenaeus and Hippolytus. “Instead. of 
minimizing with the Docetists the human and Jewish elements 
of our Lord’s nature and teaching, it laid all stress upon these 
and violently opposed the Hellenistic tendencies which pnts 
Paul’s gospel acceptable to the Greeks.”” 

Additional support of this teaching as reported by phan 
is perhaps to be found in Origen’s Commentary on Matthew 26 17. 
Origen spent some time in Caesarea, teaching bishops, and 


writers, representing that Cerinthus used Matthew. Cerinthus quotes 
Matthew according to this author: Cerintho...et quia scriptum sit: nemo 
discipulus super magistrum, nec servus super dominum. (De Praes. 48). 

A. Schmidtke thinks that Epiphanius is in error in his statement 
about Cerinthus’ use of Matthew in a mutilated form. He believes that 
Kpiphanius, who makes the Ebionites the spiritual descendents of Cerinthus, 
read back certain of their characteristics into the teachings of Cerinthus, 
the reputed teacher of the mythical Ebion. Origen, commenting on 
Matt. XX. 30f.. where the blind man called Jesus the son of David, says 
the rebuke by the multitude represents the protest of the Gentile Christians 
against the “impoverished” faith in Christ held by the Ebionite. ta swmrjcy 
7@ olouévy abrov éx omépuaros dvdpds Kat yuvaids elvar, Kardyovros 7d yévos awd 760 
Aavid. (Origen, tom. XVI, 12 in Matt.) Schmidtke adds: ,,Aus dieser Stelle 
erschlofB Epiphanios, daf die Hbionder, also die Kerinthianer tiberhaupt, 
Jesu Geschlecht von David herleiteten, d. h. sich zur Begriindung ihrer 
Christologie auf die Genealogie bet Matt. beriefen, die mit den Worten 
BIBdos yevécews Inco} XpicroG viod Aavid begann.” Schmidtke holds that 
Epiphanius only by combining expressions from Irenaeus, Hippolytus, 
and Origen, was able to write the “remarkable sentence,” “xpdvra: 
yop 73 xara Maréaiov ebayyerniy ... dud rij yeveadoylay, x.r.d.”, and apply’ it 
to Cerinthus and his followers. (Judenchristliche Evangelien, S. 207—210). 

That Schmidtke’s criticism of Epiphanius is, in general, true, seems 
probable. It would seem also, in the light of his discussion, that the 
evidence: for Cerinthus’ use of Matthew in a mutilated form, rests upon 
a slender foundation. 


25 Panarion 51,2. See also Pseudo-Tertullian (De Praes. 48). 
26 [bid. 5 3. : 21 The Christ-Party in Corinth, p. 412. 
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was thus in position to study the Jewish-Christian questions 
of the day at first hand. Though Epiphanius may have received 
his report indirectly, it is none the less probably true. Full 
consideration will be given to Origen’s testimony when we 
consider the successors of Cerinthus, the Ebionites. 

In opposition to the tradition of the Gnostic Cerinthus, as 
recorded by Irenaeus, there is another account of this Jewish 
heretic, entirely independent of Epiphanius, Pseudo-Tertullian 
and Philastrius, and their sources. The author is the Roman 
presbyter, Gaius, and his words are preserved by Eusebius.”* 
The Church historian says: «cata Tovs dydouuevovs ypovous 
éeTépas aipérews apynyor yevérbar KjpwOov mapeAnpauer, I aios, 
ov povas 40n mpoTepov mapaTélemat, év TH pepouéery avrou 
Cite TQAUTA Tept avTOU ypape yaAAa Kat Kipw8os 6 de 
amroxani\lewy ws TO aToaTéAou peyadou yeypauuevwv Teparo- 
Aoyias iv ws ot ayyédov aire dedevypévas \revddmevos 
émerraryel, Aéywv peTa THY avacracw érrityetov eivat TO Bacideov 
tov Xpicrov Kai wadw ériOupias Kai ydovais év “Tepovoadny Thy 
wapka moArTevomevny OovAEvELY, Kat €xOpos irapxwv Tais ypapais 
Tov Oeov, apiOuoy xiAtovTaeTias ev yauw éoptis, Oédwy Travar, 
ever yiver Oat, « 

According to Eusebius,” Gaius was disputing with Proclus, 
a Montanist teacher of Asia Minor, who was using the Re- 
velation of John to bolster up his position. This was when 
Zephyrinus was bishop of Rome, 199—217 A.D. Gaius, in 
order to weaken the argument of his opponent, denied the 
apostolic authorship of the book of Revelation and assigned 
it to Cerinthus, who, he said, had forged the book in the 
name of the great apostle in defense of his own views. Ac- 
cording to Gaius, there was a stigma attached to the work, 
because it had been written by a Jewish Christian, an opponent 
of the apostles.*° Gaius assigned as the reason the gross 
realism of the one thousand years’ reign and the new Jerusalem. 
Cerinthus had been a servant of lust and of the flesh, so he 
painted this future picture in a sensual way, and, in order to 


28 A. EH. TIL. 28 1, 2, 29 H. H. IT. 25 6, See also VI. 203. 
‘30 Schwartz, Johannes und Kerinthos, S.213—217. 
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seduce others, forged the name of the Apostle John. This 
chiliastic doctrine of Cerinthus is at opposite poles from the 
“spiritual views” of the Gnostics, and hence to the Gnostic 
delineation of Cerinthus as given by Irenaeus.*! It is for this 
reason that the realistic chiliasm had such an attraction for 
Papias, Irenaeus, and other strong opponents of the Gnostic 
doctrine, with the result that they found not at all offensive 
the most concrete painting of heavenly joy.» We can no 
more harmonize Gaius’ tradition than that of Epiphanius with 
Trenaeus I. 26, Hippolytus VIL 33, and Theodoret*® 2,3. To 
harmonize either would require violence. 

The tradition of Gaius is followed by Dionysius of Alexandria. 
He says: KypwOov dé, TOY Kal THv aw éxelvov KAnOecicay Kyow- 
Bravav aiperw TUTTNTAMEVOY, agtomirrov ‘émipnuioat OeAnoavTa 
T@ EavTOU TAATPLATL OvOUA. TOUTO yap eivat THs OLoacKaAtlas ad’Tou 
TO doypa, értyeiov erecOar THY TOU Xpirrob Baotretav. Kat ov 
adTos MpéyeTo, pirocdpaTos dy Kat mavy capKucds, ** 

We must conclude that» Cerinthus was an Ebionite. He 
followed the most narrow possible literalistic interpretations 
of the Jewish Scriptures, in opposition to the most vague 
indefinite lawless mode of thought current among the Gnostics. 
He could not combine the two. The one denied the divinity 
of Jesus, the other his humanity. He was rightly placed in 
the heresy lists next to the Ebionites, both by Irenaeus and 
Hippolytus, and may be regarded as the champion of the 
Judaizers at the close of the first century. 


31 Schwartz, Johannes und Kerinthos, 8. 211. 32 Ibid. S. 212. 
33 Haer. fab. II. 1. 34 Busebius, H. HE. ILI. 28 3-5. 


OHAPTER XXI 
THE EBIONITES. 


Jn the heresy lists, the Ebionites are linked with Cerinthus. 

Their succession according to Irenaeus! agrees with that 
of Hippolytus.. In doctrine, they agreed in many respects 
with Cerinthus.?, Some claimed that the mythical Ebion was 
the disciple of Cerinthus.* The followers of the latter seem. 
not to have long maintained a separate organization but to 
have been absorbed by the body known as Ebionites. “Ebionism, 
taken generally, is the name given to certain tendencies of 
thought, which crystallized into sects within Judaeo-Christian 
circles, in the early history of Christianity.‘ It could only 
arise in, connection with Judaism, and on Jewish soil. The 
Law was extremely sacred. The Jews had made great sacrifices 
for it and clung to it with great tenacity. The introduction 
of Christianity into the Jewish circles caused a ferment resulting 
in a strong reaction. Ebionism was the Jewish reaction in 
the Christian Church and it developed into a revolt. against 
the universality and, simplicity of the Christian faith.° The 
Ebionites had “moved out of strict Judaism” but not into the 
“Catholic faith” of primitiye Christianity. They were Jews 
first; and Christians second, and only in so far«as fellowship 
with the latter accorded with strict adherence to the Law. 
There may have been various degrees of intensity with which 
the Ebionites adhered to this principle; but all followed both 
Moses and Christ, the latter being only a second Moses. All 
exalted Moses and depreciated Christ. They could not possibly 


1 1. 25, 1—26 2. > Irenaeus I. 26. Hippolytus VII. 21 3. 
3 Epiph. Pan. XXX. 1. 

4 Beveridge, Ebionism, jn Encyc. Religion and Ethics, p. 139. 

5 Ibid. p. 189. 
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become a part of the catholic church, so they drifted outside- 
the Christian circles, and were finally stranded during the 
fifth century. el 
The origin of the name of this sect is of interest. The 
first appearance of the term Ebionites is found: in Irenaeus:* 
Qui autem dicuntur EHbionaei consentiunt quidem mundum a deo 
Jactum ea autem quae sunt erga dominum, similiter ut Cerinthus 
et Carpocrates opiniantur. Some claimed as their founder 
their chief teacher, Ebion, whose name his followers assumed. The 
first mention of such a person is found in Hippolytus.’ In this he 
is followed by Epiphanius,* Philastrius,* Pseudo-Tertullian, ” and 
Tertullian himself."' “While the tradition seems to be strong, all 
evidence appears to rest upon the sole testimony of Hippolytus, 
and that without foundation.” The later writers: followed 
him “without much critical judgment.” The most satisfactory 
‘explanation is found in the meaning of the Hebrew word }'38. 
The Ebionites are the “poor”. The Christian fathers called 
them “poor” in intellect, in faith, and in Christology. Origen 
wrote: + Kai ejay tony TOV amo  Lovdatev TIO TEVOVTWY at TOV 
*Iyooov THY Tept Tou Tarripos TlOTW, OTE wey ék Mapias Kat Tou 
‘Toon ofoueveny auTov elvat, OTE dee €K Mapias jnev movns Kav TOU 5 Oetou 
TVET MATOS, ov yany Kat mera TIS Tept avrou Beodoyias, ovvet, TOS 
bros 6 TupAos Ayer TO Yios Aaid, edéyoov’ (Mk. X. 47) @ 
émiTy@ow of TOANO ONL yap of aro THe Tepiyw exTopevo- 
pevor GTO Tav €Ovay, émITIM@VTES TH TTWXELA THY ATO TOY 
*Tovdatwy morevew doxovvrwy, Again we find in Origen:” Te 
"EBiwvaiw Kai trwxevorTe Tept tH ets Inoovvy mictw. But this 
eannot have been the real origin of the name. Very probably 
it was first given by non-Christian Jews to their brethren 
who became Christians, because the latter were usually poor. 
i Le | | . 
6 Adv. Haer. 1. 26 2. 0 
-.7 See his list of heresies, above, Part Jif, Ch. XVII. ey 

.§ Panarion XXX. 21, 31 et, sq. 9 Adv. Haer. 37. W: Haer 48, 

11 Adv. Haer. III, 33, De Carne Christi, De Virg. vel. 6. 
12 See above, Part III, Ch. XVI. In defence of “Ebion” see Hilgen- 
feld, Ketzergeschichte, 5.423. . . ,, 18 Beveridge, Biteaismas 1p.139. 


. ‘4 In Matt. Tome X V1. 12 (Opp: DI TB ee rcscah, aicneuis 
15 See also @. Celsum II. 1, de Princip. LV, 22.. In: Matt. L.XVL. 12. 
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The name 0°33 met the conditions of the primitive Church 
as the “Poor.”° The name of contempt was afterward adopted 
by the more bigoted and narrow element and became their 
pride and glory. Finally, the name lost its true significance, 
and was applied to all Judaizing Christians. Some’ applied 
it loosely to Jewish Christians in general. While we find the 
first mention of the name in Irenaeus, it certainly did not 
originate with him. LEbionite heretics who denied the virgin 
birth of Jesus were unknown before the time of the Emperor 
Hadrian, yet concerning any other kind of Ebionites, Irenaeus 
says not a word." 

The history of the Ebionites begins with the introduction 
of Christianity into the Jewish Church. The relationship of 
Jewish Christians to the Law was at first undisturbed. Most 
of them held to it tenaciously. Among these were James and 
the “myriads”? of believing Jews. In fact, the question of 
observance of the Law seems not to have been raised until 
the conversion of Gentiles forced the issue. Paul wrung from 
the church at Jerusalem in his great victory the concession 
of freedom for the Gentile converts.2” The spiritual leaders 
of the Church approved the pact, but the masses, at heart, 
were opposed. Thus two distinct tendencies arose among the 
Jewish Christians. We have seen how the extreme element 
sent their emissaries to Antioch, and effected a breach in the 
Church there; how they dogged Paul’s steps to the Galatian 
churches; and finally how “false apostles” followed the Apostle 
to the Gentiles even to Corinth in a desperate attempt to 
fasten the yoke of the Law upon the Gentile Christians.2" After 
the destruction of Jerusalem by Titus, 70 A. D., the Jewish- 
Christian Church was reorganized at Pella. It was a changed 
Church. The temple was in ruins. The Mosaic ritual had 
been dealt a staggering blow. Jews no longer dominated. The 
Gentiles were supreme in the government of Palestine. Some 
think that Essene elements entered into the Church at this 


16 Gal, 2 10, 17 Origen, Eusebius. 
18 Hilgenfeld, Ketzergeschichte, S, 422. 19 Acts 2120. 20 Gal. 2 1-10. 
21 See above, Parts I and II. 
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time. Finally the Jews came back to Jerusalem. Bleazer the 
high priest and Bar Cochba led in another and final desperate 
struggle against the Romans, with the result that the Emperor 
Hadrian, in 132, drove all the Jews from the city and stopped 
all sacrifices. In 138 Aelia Capitolina was founded upon the 
ruins of Jerusalem. The old Judaism had yielded to Jewish 
Christianity in the new colony. Then the latter yielded to a 
united Jewish-Gentile Christian Church, with a Gentile for 
bishop. Jewish Christianity was a thing of the past, so far 
as the catholic Church was concerned.” Those who persisted 
in their Judaistic tendency formed the nucleus of a new church 
at Bostra. They drifted farther and farther away from the 
fellowship of others, until they became strong heretics, extremely 
hostile to the catholic Church. 

The tenets of the Ebionites have already been referred to 
in connection with other questions. The Church fathers™ give 
full information, and are in substantial agreement. In their 
Christology, the Ebionites, at least Cerinthus, taught that 
Jesus was the human son of Joseph and Mary; that he was 
more righteous, prudent, and wise than other men; that Jesus 
was not the Christ until his baptism, when the dove-like form 
descended from the Supreme Ruler upon him. After that 
event Jesus as Christ proclaimed the unknown Father, and 
performed miracles. Finally, the Christ departed from him as 
a being that was impassible, inasmuch as the Christ nature 
was purely spiritual. Then the human Jesus, apart from the 
Christ, suffered death by crucifixion, and rose from the dead.” 
According to Epiphanius,” speaking of their use of the Gospel 
according to the Hebrews, (a non-canonical Greek Gospel”) 
they changed the text and added to the voice of God at the 
baptism these words: eyo on[Lepov ryeryevunka oe. “This day have 


22 Beveridge, Hbionism, p. 140. 

23 The chief sources are Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. I. 26, III. 15, V. 3. 
Hippolytus, Haer. VII. 22. X. 18. Epiphanius, Panarion XXX. Eusebius, 
H. BE. II. 27. Pseudo-Tertullian, de Praescr. XLVIII. Theodoret, 
Haer. Fab. 11. 24 Trenaeus I, 26. Hippolytus VII. 21. 

2 Panarion XXX. 13. See also Justin, Trypho, c. XLIX. 

26 See Part IIT. Ch. 17. p. 87. 
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I begotten thee.” Hippolytus” says the Ebionites taught that the 
reason for the exaltation of Jesus was his complete observance 
of the Law of Moses. 10 cat Xpucroy avroy Tod Ocot avopacOat, 
cat Inooov, émet undets TOY (4AXwY) éTéAETE TOV YOMOY? EC yap Kal 
repos Tis TeTOUKEL TA ev VOoUW TporTeTaypEva, jy Gy éxeivos O 
Xpirrds. dvvacOa de Kat éeavrois dpoiws romravres Kpirrous 
yevérOa, Kai yap cat avrov duolws dvOpwror eivar Tract Néyouet. 
The Ebionites taught that the Law of Moses is binding 
upon all men. They used Jesus as the example for all 
Christians. Even as his great exaltation was due to complete 
obedience to the Law, so any Christian could be likewise 
exalted by doing as Jesus did. @Oecw iovdaikois Coot, Kata 
vomov packorres ducaotvaOal, cai Tov Incobv AévyorTes dedicate Oat 
Toujoavra Tov vouov.”* Irenaeus” gives his testimony to their 
rigorous observance of the Law. Epiphanius has much to 
say about the Ebionites. He begins with the mythical Ebion, 
a modvmoppoy TeparTioy Kal ws elmeiv THS puOEvomerns TONV- 
keadrou tdpas opuddn poppyy év eavT@ avtityTwoapevos®™® . . , 
Zapapearov uev yap &xet TO Bdedupor, lovdaimy dé To Svoua, . :. 
Kypwotavev 70 eidos cai Xpirriavov Bovrerat exew TO eT@VUMOY 
wovov. Ebion taught 7o rapatnpeisOa drrecOai twos Tov 
adAoeOvar, Kad’ éexacryy dé nuepav, el TOTE yuvatKt cuvapbein Kat 
am avrins, Barrier Oa év Tos vdacr, etrov 0 ay evTopoty 7 
daracons 9» GAXwv idatov.*?. “Ebion” differed from the other 
heretics only in this: ev T@ T@ vouw Tov “lovdaisuod mpocave- 
xew kata caBBaticpov Kal KaTa Thy TeplTounY Kal KaTa TayTAO 
dcarep rapa’ Lovdatow Kat Dapapeiras emiredetra.** sae 
The followers of “Ebion” were, of course, like minded. 
They were strict in their adherence to the Law of Moses, 
both in principle and in practice. Epiphanius reports their 
obedience to Law, and notes that they used Jesus as their 
example in this. Avyoto. dé radw TepiTouny €xovTes Kat 
cepvuvovrar OnOev TadTny eivat oppayiva Kat XapaxTijpa Tav Te 
TaTpiapyay Kai dikalwy TOV KaTa Tov vomov. TemToNTevmeveon Oe 


ra 


27 VIL 22... °8 Hippolytus VIL.22. -—- Ady, Haer. 1, 96. 
80 Panarton XXX.11,°) 31 Ibid. XXX.12-4. . 32 Ibid. XXX.25, s, 
33 Thid, XXX. 2 9. i gs ce net 


THE EBIONITES °° 109 


is eLirova Oa eKeivous vouiCouce: Kat OfTa am avTou TOU X piarov 
THY cUeTacw TavTns Bovdovra Hépew, ws Kat of Tept KijpwGor. 
asi yap cai obra Kata Tov éxeivwy Anpwdn Oro yapKeTOV TE 
paOnrh etvar ws 6 didacKkadros«. reprtujOn, pysiv, 6 Xpicros, 
Kat ov mepitunOnte.** This, of course, is based upon Hippolytus.* 

‘The Ebionites used only the Gospel of Matthew** in Hebrew 
(Pseudo-Matthew in Greek). Epiphanius*” says they used 
other books such as Te pwooots cadoupéevas Llétpov ras ova 
KAgjuevtos ypapeiras. Also mpaes dé &dXas of the ining. 
also AvaBaOmous .. . lax Bou. * 

They were Bitar opposed to Paul, and rejected all his 
letters. They did not hesitate to slander him, and spread 
malicious falsehoods in order to discredit him. They reported 
that he was a Greek; that he lived in Jerusalem for a time; 
that he desired in marriage the daughter of the high priest, 
and, in the interest of his suit, submitted to circumcision, as 
a proselyte. Failing in his plans to marry the Jewess, he, in 
anger, wrote against the law, circumcision, and the Sabbath.® 
This special information is supposed to have been borrowed by 
Epiphanius from a Romance of Clement.*’ Irenaeus*’ and 
Origen® also tell the rejection of Paul by the Ebionites. They 
did not regard him as an apostle of Christ, and were bitterly 
opposed to his mission to the Gentiles. The Ebionitic literature, 
Clementine Homilies, and Recognitions, are, in part, very hostile 
to’ Paul. In Rec. Bk. II, Paul is maligned under the name 
of Simon Magus. In Bk. VII he is the “homo inimicus” who 
causes the murder of James, scatters 5000 Christians, and 
hastens to Damascus with letters from the high priest.*’ 
Homily XVII“ is throughout anti-Pauline. It condemns him 


36 Panarion XXX. 26 12. 35 VII. 22. Quoted above, p. 151. 

36 Busebius, H. HB. III. 27, II]. 255. Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 1. 26 2. 
Origen, In Joh. Tom. II. 12. For discussion on this, see above, Part IfT. 
Ch. XVII, p. 87. 37 Panarion XXX. 15 1. 

38 Tbid. XXX. 16 6, 7. 39 Thid. XXX. 16 9. 

40 Schmidtke, Newe Fragmente und Untersuchungen zu den Juden- 
christlichen Evangelien, S. 196. 

41 Adv. Haer. I. 26. 42 QO. Celsum, V. 65. 

43 Waitz, Die Pseudoklementinen, Homilien und Rekognitionen. S. 77 fi. 

44 [bid. S. 138—140. 
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for his visions and revelations, his too brief vision of the Lord, 
and rebukes him for not working with Peter at Antioch. He 
is advised to become a student of the apostles.*° Aquila 
says:** Quzd ergo delinquunt homines, si malignus transformans 
se in splendorem lucis, majora repromittit hominibus, quam ipse 
deus? This would seem to be a thrust at 2 Cor. 1114. In 
many places‘” Paul is maligned in the name of Simon Magus. 

The Ebionites had great reverence for Jerusalem. When 
they prayed, they looked toward the holy city. They hoped 
for the restoration of the temple, and the glory of the reign 
of a thousand years.** 

They were intensely Jewish in worship, and in all of their 
customs of life. They developed, therefore, necessarily, into a 
perverted form of Christianity. So deeply was Ebionism rooted 
in the subsoil of Mosaic institutions that the new plant was 
unable*® to appropriate the expanding elements of the new 
stratum imposed by a universalized Christianity, with the 
result that it broke with all progress. Its survival was an 
impossibility. Finding that their cherished Messianic hopes 
were fading, the Ebionites, denying the divinity of Jesus, 
turned for new light to the Gnostics, who denied his 
humanity. The syncretism was unnatural and impossible. 
The sect continued until the fifth century, then dissapeared 
gradually. The tides of Christianity swept past it, and left 
it stranded. Ebionism became either “bitter Judaism, or 
truculent heathenism.*” 


46 Homily XVIT. 183—19. See also Rec. II. 61. 46 Rec. IT. 18, 
47 See also Ree. III. 75. I. 66—71. 

48 Jerome, in Jes. XVIII. c. LXVI. 20. Iren. I. 26. 

49 Beveridge, Hbionism, p.141. 30 [bid. p. 145. 


CHAPTER XXII 
THE NAZARENES. 


e next consider the more moderate sect of Jewish 

Christians described by Justin Martyr. In stating 
their custom to keep the Law of Moses while at the same 
time believing on Christ, he adds:' ANN’ éay avroi.. . aipavra 
ouCiy Tos X proriavois Kat ma ricts ws T poetTrov, [) ah ae 
avrous TeprTepuverOar 6 Omoiws avTots pyre caSBariCew mare ada 
0ca Towra eoTt Tipaly, Kae i mpohauBaver Oar Kat Kowwvetv amavTwv, 
wg duoorhayxvors Kat i ade ois deity aropaivoua. This atatenten 
of Justin’s is evidence that 100 years after Paul rebuked the 
factions in the church at Corinth, the group that had for its 
party cry,? “Eyw de Kya, was still in existence. This was 
the group of Jewish Christians, who, while observing the Law 
of Moses themselves, did not require the Gentile Christians 
to do the same, nor were they hostile to the Apostle Paul 
and his work. Justin gives this tolerant party no name. It 
is probable that the open breach between the two groups had 
not yet come. 

The heresy of the tolerant group was slight. They were 
in agreement with the Jewish Christians who joined the catholic 
Church, except that they clung tenaciously to the Law of 
Moses while offering fellowship to the uncircumcised Gentile 
Christians, and while they accepted the divinity of Christ, 
their Christology was not as fully developed as was that of 
the catholic Church. Dorner*® thinks they did not hold to a 


1 Ch. XLVII. 2—4. 2 1 Cor. 1 12, 
3 Person of Christ, I. 1, 193. 
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pre-existent hypostasis of the Divine in Christ. Lightfoot* 
thinks that the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs bi arc 
to this circle, and reflects their views. 

Jerome® taught that the Nazarenes held the view that the 
omnis fons Spiritus descended upon Jesus at his baptism. He 
wrote much about them, but was greatly confused® on some 
points, especially in regard to the Hebrew gospel they were 
supposed to have used. 

Irenaeus discussed the Ebionites, but failed to mention the 
tolerant branch as a distinct heresy. Origen’ described the 
two branches, but gave the name Ebionites to both. One 
branch denied the virgin birth of Jesus, while the other 
accepted it. He erred in that he represented both as hostile 
to Paul. This was due to the confusion brought about by 
calling both sects Ebionites. Eusebius’ followed Origen here 
and failed to preserve any independent information about 
Christianity. ° 

' Epiphanius introduced the Nazarenes into his list of 
heresies between Cerinthus and the Ebionites. He is the first 
Church father to give distinct names to the two branches of 
Jewish Christians. He got much of his information from 
current report, and it is in part, unhistorical. He Says: - 
Nawpaio kabeEns TovTots (Cerinthians) é vicki Gua Te avTois 
ovres 7 Kat po avTov 7 ouv avTots 7 mer’ adrous, Ouws oUYX povor 
ou yao axpiBéorepov Svvapat eLerreiv Tives Tivas duedéEavro. Kaba 
yap epny, ouyXpovor fioay aAAirows Kat Ouowa aAArrow KEKTNVT AL 
Ta ppovipara. ovTot yap eauTors dvoua eTéOevTo ovxi Xpirrob 
oUTe avTO TO bvo“a TOU "Tyo0b, aAXa Nawpaiwy. TavTes de 
Xproriavot Na Gwpaior Tore woravtws éxadoovTo. yeyove: oe ér 
only Xpovy kadeioOa adtovs Kat “lecoatous, Tpw n emt Ths 
‘Ayruoxetas apynvy NaBwow of uabyrat KkareirOat Xpirriavoi. 


4 Galatians, p. 319 ff. 

5 In Isai, LV. xi.1. 

6 See above, Part III, Ch. 17. p. 87. 7 C Celsum, V. 61, 62. 

8 H. #. II. 27. 

$ For discussion of the Jewish-Christian sects by Origen and Eusebius, 
see above, Part III. Ch. 18. 

10 Panarion XXIX. 1—4. 
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Schmidtke™ holds there was no. connection between the 
Nazarenes and the primitive Church at J erusalem, save in the 
imagination of Epiphanius. Epiphanius adds that shortly after 
the ascension of the Savior, after Mark had preached in 
Egypt, twes é£eAyvOacr radw, Tav arorrdAwy d90ev axddovOor, 
Aéyw de of évTadOa por OnAovpevor NaGwpaioi, Ovres wey KaTa 
70 ryévos “lovdaion xat rH vouw mporavexovres Kal TeptTouny 
kextnuevo,!? There can be no question about the adherence 
of the Nazarenes to the ceremonial Law of Moses. Xpovrat 
dé odror ot povoy véa diabijxy, GXAG Kat marae dtaBrky xabazep 
cat ot ‘Tovdaio."® Our author states that they were well 
trained in the Hebrew language.“ This is a common error. 
Syriac or Aramaic was their language, and Hebrew was 
limited to their scholars, who knew it as an inheritance from 
former Jews who had settled in Syria. These scholars were 
the source of Apollinarius, a Greek who knew Hebrew, from 
whom, probably, Epiphanius derived the nucleus of the in- 
formation he has so badly confused. He did not even profess 
to know whether the Nazarenes, along with “Cerinthus and 
Merinthus”, held Jesus to be a mere man, or dia mvevparos 
ayiov yeyevvaoOat ex Mapias. He placed their origin east of 
the Jordan, in Peraea.” They were bitterly hated by the 
Jews, who, in their synagogues, cursed them, morning, noon, 
and evening, saying, »émKaTapaca 6 Oeds rods NaGwpaious, « 
Our author added as his last thought, gover d¢ 7d cata 
Ma7@aiov evayyéAtov wAnpécratov ‘EBpaiori. ”  Confessedly 
his information was not first hand. He had never seen this 
“Hebrew gospel”. He knew not whether it contained the 
genealogy of Jesus or not.” This was not the gospel according 


" Neue Fragmente und Untersuchungen zu den Judenchristlichen 
Ewangelien, S. 124. 

12 Panarion XXIX. 5 4. 13 Tbid. XXIX. 7 2, 
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to. the Hebrews,2" a non-canonical and’ heretical book: used: 
by the Ebionites, but a targum of our Greek Matthew, based: 
upon the canonical book. ) codec pee 
‘he Nazarene church became great, locally, at Beroea, in’ 
Cele Syria. It sprang from the Ji ewish-Christian Church at 
Antioch, in which were also many Gentiles. .The Nazarenes, 
did not compel the Gentile Christians to be circumcised and 
keep: the Law of Moses. They kept the Law themselves, since: 
they were compelled to act as a unit to preserve their national: 
customs, but did not regard such as a condition of salvation. ”*: 
; Jeromé was inaccurate in his treatment of the Ebionites,: 
but had, by ‘virtue of his sojourn in Syria, exceptional: 
opportunities to study the Nazarenes. He is the first to tell: 
us: that they accepted the virgin birth of Jesus, which the’ 
Ebionites denied. They also acknowledged Paul as the apostle: 
to the Gentiles, and were not opposed to him or his work.*: 
This makes them, in most respects, identical with the “orthodox”: 
class of Ebionites described by Origen and Eusebius.* 
~ The Nazarene church represented well the tolerant element 
in. the Jewish-Christian Church, in contrast with the Ebionites, 
who represented the intolerant group. The former used the: 
canon of the catholic Church.. The Nazarenes grew up under! 
the roof and teaching of the great universal organization led. 
by the twelve apostles and Paul, and always regarded them- 
selves as a part. of the great world-movement of Christianity.” 
They were not aggressively missionary, remained more at home, 
and finally disappeared through the weakness of age.” 


2 This question was discussed in Part III, Ch. 18. ws 

22 Schmidtke, Neue Fragmente und Untersuchungen zu den Juden- 
christlichen Evangelien, 8, 124. Pe 

23 Com. ad. Isai. 1X. 1 by Jerome. 24 See above, Part ITI, Ch. 18: 

25 Schmidtke, Neue Fragmente und Untersuchungen zu den Juden- 
christlichen Evangelien, S. 124.. Ret : 

26 Hilgenfeld, Judenthum und Judenchristenthum, S. 122. 


PART V: 


THE JUDAIZING FACTION AT CORINTH IDEN- 
TIFIED IN POST-APOSTOLIC CHRISTIANITY. . 


CHAPTER XXIII. 


n Part II, Chapters VII and VIII, we dealt with the 
factions of the Corinthian church, as seen in 1 and 
2 Corinthians. The two Gentile factions, whose watchwords 
were Ey pév eiu Lavrov, "Evya 0é ‘A7roAA@,} seem to have 
been less prominent at the time Paul Wrote 2. Corinthians. 
The faction with the watchword’ Eyw dé Kya, being a peaceable 
group, like the Apostle whose name they wore, does not appear 
except in the first epistle, and then not in a hostile attitude. 
Evidently the faction was at most only a tendency, which 
never seriously disturbed the peace of the church. 

The case with the group whose party cry was "Ey 3s 
Xpioros was different. In the first epistle, there seems to 
have been no open rupture between them and Paul. In the 
second letter the widened breach is manifest, and the distinctive 
characteristics of the faction are evident. We have here, in 
process of development, the party that continued to cause 
trouble in the Church during the second century, and later 
on broke off all fellowship with the catholic Church, having 
become its bitter opponent. 

During Paul’s day, the movement was in its incipiency, yet 
it showed abundant vigor. From the very outset it promulgated 
its principles with all the energy of fanaticism. 

Let us review briefly the chief characteristics of the Christ 
party at Corinth, in order to trace more clearly its progressive 
development in the ever expanding Christian community. 


4 Cor. 1.12. 
ge 
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1. They were Jews, and evidently boasted of their nationality. 
Paul, in order to meet their proud claims, declared: ’EBpaioc 
ciaw; kayo. "Iopandciral ciow; Kayo. o7réppa "ABpaau ciow, 
Kayo,” 

2. They originated in Palestine. Such a movement could 
hardly spring up spontaneously among Hellenistic Jews, whose 
sympathies had been, to a certain extent, broadened by their 
association with the Gentile Christians. Those at Corinth had 
come from abroad.* Paul speaks of them in the third person, 
as though they were no resident part of the church. There 
is no positive information as to their Palestinian origin, but 
all inferences seem to justify the assumption. “Their superior 
airs all point to the mother Church at Jerusalem.” It is 
known that Palestine did send forth just such emissaries; it 
is doubtful whether such were ever sent forth by churches 
outside of Palestine. 

3. The group at Corinth were exclusive. Tracing the effects 
of their work back to Galatia,‘ and to Antioch, their policy 
involved the arranging of an inner circle for themselves and 
the exclusion of all others. They even claimed the authority 
of Christ’s example for their practices. Paul, on answer to 
their exclusive appropriation of Christ’s prerogative, exclaimed, ® 
ef Tis wéroWev Eavt@ Xprorod eivat, ToUTO NoyiCécOw wary eq’ 
éavTou OTe xa0as avTos Xpirrov, obrws cai jets.’ He also 
taught: wimytal wou yiverOe, xabas Kayo Xprorov.’ 

4. They were opponents of Paul. They worked from the very 
beginning zealously against his free Gospel. He was denounced 
as a traitor to his own people and their Law. From Jerusalem 
to Antioch, from Antioch to Galatia, and from Galatia to 
Corinth, they dogged his footsteps, attempted to subvert his 
work, and challenged his apostleship.* 

5. They were Judaizers. draxovor dixatocdvns? was their 
claim. Their interpretation of “righteousness” could mean 
only the Law. Their purpose was to “enslave” the Corinthian 


2 2 Cor, 11 22, 3 Ibid. 10 10; 11 4. 4 Gal. 2. 5 2 Cor. 10 7. 
6 See also 1 Cor. 1 12, 18; 3 22, 23. 7 Jhid. 111. 
8 2 Cor. 11 5, 23 ff, 9 Thid. 11 15. 
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Christians. catadovAcw™ is the word used, and Paul uses it 
nowhere else, except in discussing the attempt of the Judaizers 
to “enslave” the Galatian™ Christians to the ceremonial Law 
of circumcision, Sabbath observance, etc., practiced by the Jews. 
The third chapter of 2 Corinthians “is a strong anti-Jewish 
apologetic.” 

6. Their watchword was "Eyw dé Xpicrov.!? Other factions 
might boast of watchwords in which they appealed to the 
example of great Christian leaders as their authority. One 
faction claimed to imitate the example of Paul in his gospel 
of freedom for Gentiles from the Law. The party members 
cried “Ey pév eiut Ilavdov. Following the example of the 
Apostle they did not practice the ordinance of circumcision, 
nor did they follow the pure food laws of the Jews. Another 
faction had for its party cry "Eyw de 'AwoAA&. They were 
imitators of the practice of Apollos. Still another faction had 
for its watchword "Eyw de Kya, signifying that they were 
imitators of the practice of Peter in his attitude toward the 
Law. But the Judaizing faction, more pretentious than all 
the others, boasted of nothing less than the example of Christ, 
himself, as the special authority of their party. With them, 
Christ was foremost as the faithful adherent of the Law. He 
was circumcised, and followed the customs and precepts of 
the Jewish ritual. Therefore, Eyw dé Xpicrot as a party 
watchword, meant imitators of the practice of Jesus in faithful 
observance of the Law. 

7. But it was not the spiritual Christ whom they lifted up 
as their standard. No. It was Christ in the flesh; Christ 
only as the adherent of the Law. Paul in meeting their boast 
declared. “Qoere jpeis a0 Tot viv oddeva otdapev KATE wapKa: 
el Kat éyvoxapev KaTa GapKka Xpioror, GAAa viv ovKeTe ywwokopev. 

Judged by the standard of the letter of the Law, it was 
difficult to answer the arguments of the Judaizers, or to oppose 
their claim that they were the true followers of Christ, 


10 2 Cor. 11 20. tt Gal. 2 4, t2 1 Cor. 1 12. 
13 For further discussion of this topic, see Chapter IX, Part 2, “The 
Leaders of the Factions’. t4 2 Cor. 5 16, 
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imitators of him, in observing the Law. They were doing just 
as Jesus did. To meet their argument Paul lifted his Gospel 
above the limitations of the Law and the flesh, and made it 
a religion of the Spirit. He once wrote: ‘Ypeis de ovk éore 
év capkt GAXa ev Tvevpart, elrep Tvetua Beou oikei év ipiv. et dé 
Tu meta Xpistov ovn &xer, ovTos ovK éstw avtov. He, too, 
‘claimed to be a true follower of Christ, not in the flesh, but 
in the spirit; not in the slavery of the Law, but in the liberty 
of the gospel. He therefore exhorted the Corinthian Christians 
to follow his example: miunrat wou yiverOe, cabws Kayo Xprorov.”” 
_ The faction whose party cry was "Eyw de Kypa and the 
faction whose watchword was’ E-yw dé Xpiorov, the one tolerant, 
the other intolerant, lived on in the Church elsewhere for 
several centuries. Referring again to the writings of Justin 
Martyr, we learn that in his day the two groups existed. 
Both observed the Law, one as a national custom, and not 
as a requirement for Gentiles; the other kept the Law as a 
religious necessity, and made its observance a condition of 
fellowship for Gentile Christians. 

~ It is easy to trace the course of the Petrine faction. The 
Nazarenes were their spiritual descendants. They observed 
the Law, but not as essential to their proper relations with 
God, nor as a requirement for the Gentiles. They approved 
of Paul's mission to the Gentiles, and did not reject his letters. 
They applied Isai. 297ff. much as in Mk. VII against the 
distinctions of Mosaic ritual purity. 

- Can we identify the intolerant faction, the “Christ fasegh 
in the subsequent development of Christianity? This can 
certainly be done. The faction lived on in the spirit of 
Cerinthus, and still later in the heresy known as Ebionism: 
‘J. Like the Christ party at.Corinth, Cerinthus and the 
Ebionites were Jews. They were champions of the Law, 
observers of its ceremonial decrees. Cerinthus had “an intense 
Jewish background that neither philosophy nor Christianity 


«45. Romans 8 9. ** 16 J Cor, 111. 
“tT Dialogue with Trypho, Ch. 47. 
18 Cf. Jerome’on Isai. His source is Apollinarius. 
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could alter.”° By the ancient writers, Irenaeus and Hippolytus, 
as well as by the later writers, he was placed in the group 
-of Jewish Christians.° The Ebionites represented the most 
‘mtense Jews”? among those who accepted Christianity. They 
had no fellowship with the Gentiles. Their literature, re- 
presented in later times by the Clementine writings, has a 
ae Jewish background. 

-2. Again, like their predecessors, the Judaism’ of sheds 

Bhionites was Palestinian, rather than Hellenistic. It is 
‘probably true that Cerinthus received much of his education 
in Egypt. Hippolytus says: KijpwOos dé ris xat abros Atyurrriey 
matdela aoxnOeis. Cerinthus seems to have been an exception 
‘among Jews who had studied abroad. His whole spirit and 
religious view point were Palestinian. The Ebionites could 
‘only. arise in connection with Judaism and on Jewish soil.” 
They had a higher regard for the Law, and clung to it more 
tenaciously than did their brethren of the Diaspora. After 
the movement centered at Bostra they still looked toward 
Jerusalem when they prayed, and hoped for the restoration 
ef the temple.” 
; -8. Like the group at Corinth, the Ebionites were exclusive. 
‘They finally broke away from the catholic Church, lost all 
‘touch with the universal Christian movement, and refused 
fellowship to all outside their closed circle. They presented 
‘a case of “arrested development” caused both by their 
unwillingness to be influenced by outside movements, and 
by their inability to appropriate the new. thought =e an 
oesgeaalle world. 

+ 4, The Ebionites continued the ene of the Corinthian 
Christ party to the Apostle Paul. The last four chapters of 
2 Corinthians tell of the bitterness of feeling on the part of 
“the Christ faction against him‘ and his work. That opposition 
continued, unchecked, for the centuries to come. Paul was 
hated as much by the Ebionites of a fourth and fifth centuries 


19 See above, Part IV, Ch. 20. 20 See Part IV. Ch. Qt. 
21 Part X, Ch. 21: hax 
22 Beveridge, Hbionism, in Encyc. Religion and Ethics, p- 139: 

» ,/ 3 Jerome, in Isai. XVIII. c. LXVI. 20. Iren. T. 26. 
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as he was by his opponents of the first. Philastrius and 
Epiphanius, drawing from their common Grundschrift, 
Hippolytus, both testify that Cerinthus and his followers 
opposed the Apostle. Philastrius says:% Aypostolum Paulum 
beatum non accipit, Judam traditorem honorat ... . beatos 
martyres (Peter and Paul) blasphemat. Hic sub apostolis beatis 
quaestionem seditionis commovit, dicens debere circumcidi homines. 
Epiphanius says: rov de [latAov aOerovar dia TO py TetOerOat 
TH TEeplroun, GAAG Kat éxBadrdXovow avTov dia TO e_pnkévat »Oror 
€v vou duaovobe, THs xapttos éLeréoate«, Kat Ste »éav 
wepitéuver Oe, Xpirros vuas ovdev wperjoer«. 

The later Ebionites were just as unrelenting in their 
opposition to Paul. Irenaeus tells us this.” He says: et 
apostolum FPaulum recusant, apostatem eum legis dicentes. 
Epiphanius tells?” us how they slandered Paul and spread 
malicious stories about him. Epiphanius seems to have obtained 
his information from their own literature, the Romance of 
Clement. Origen® is equally emphatic on this point. They 
refused to recognize Paul as an apostle, and opposed his work. 

5. The Ebionites, like the faction at Corinth, were Judaizers. 
They were followers of Moses first, and of Christ second. They 
accepted the Gospel, only in so far as it did not interfere 
with the Law. Jewish Christians must observe it, and no 
Gentile Christian could be saved without it. We have seen 
that Cerinthus was an Ebionite. Philastrius says:°° docet 
autem circumcidi et sabbatizari. Epiphanius says that he 
differed from Carpocrates ¢v 7@ pocéxew To lovdairua Mépous. 
Pseudo-Tertullian® says: legem etiam proponit, scilicet ad 
excludendum evangelium et vindicandum Judaismum. This 
conjunction of these three writers leads us back, as we have 
seen, to Hippolytus.** The tradition of Gaius** strengthens 
this view, by opposing the statement of Irenaeus that Cerinthus 


2% Haer. 36. 2% Pan. XXVIII. c. 5. 26 Adv. Haer. I. 26 2. 
27 XXX. 16 9. See above, Part IV, Ch. 21. 

28 C. Celsum, V. 65. 

29 See above, Part IV, Ch. 20. 30 Haer. 36. 

31 De Praes. 48. 


32 See Part III, Ch. 17. 38 Kusebius, H. #. 111. 28 1, 2. 
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was a Gnostic. Concerning the later Ebionites Hippolytus says:** 
ecw iovdaicois Carr. Epiphanius adds** that they differ from 
other heretics €v T@ T@ vouw Tov lovdaicpot tpocavéxew Kara 
caBBatic por cat xara TH TeprToujy, The Ebionites boasted about 
circumcision, making it the seal of the righteous who walk 
according to the Law.** They were the most intensely Jewish 
of all Jewish Christians, and offered fellowship to none save 
those who, even though they were Gentile Christians, were 
circumcised, and walked according to the Law. 

6. The watchword, ‘Eyw dé Xpicrod, used at Corinth, was 
not forgotten by the Ebionites. The followers of Cerinthus 
appealed to the example of Christ’ as their authority saying,*” 
» apkeTov Tw padnry va yévyrat ws 6 ddacKados«. They invoked 
the name of Christ as their watchword.** The later Ebionites 
appealed to Christ in justification of their course. cat dyra 
an avTou Tou X pis Tov Thy avoTacw TavTns BovAovTat pépew, 
ws kat ot epi KypwGov.** Epiphanius also says that they 
quoted the same words from Matthew in defence of their 
position as did the Cerinthians, that the disciple is to be as 
his master. 

7. Finally, carrying out the policy of the Corinthian faction, 
they appealed to Christ as their example, not as the spiritual 
Christ, but as an adherent of the Law of Moses. With both, 
Christ was a minister of circumcision. The followers of 
Cerinthus referred to Christ’s observance of the Law as their 
authority for insisting that Gentiles observe it. 7é odv, prc, 
mepiTuyOn o *Incovs, wepiTunOnTe Kai AUTOS. Xpioros KAT VOMOV, 
preci, émoNTeveaTo, Kai avTos Ta toa oincov.*© Hippolytus 
said concerning the Ebionites:*! dio «ai Xpicrov avroy row 
Geov wvouacQa, cat’ Incovv, éret undets TOV (@AXwv) éTéNeoe TOV 
vowov, Also the same author reported:*! cata vouov packovtes 
Sxaovcba, cat Tov’ Incovv Néeyoures JedcawrOa ToujoavTa Tov 


34 VIT. 22. 35 Panarion XXX. 2 2. Written concerning “Kbion.” 

36 Panarion XXX. 26 1, 2. 

31 Epiphanius, Panarion, XX VIII.51. See also Philastrius, Part II, 
Ch. XVII, p. 85, and Pseudo-Tertuilian, De Praes. 48. 

38 Ibid. XXVIII. 51, 2. See also Hippolytus VII. 22 for Ebionites. 

39 Ibid. XXX. 26 1, 2. 49 Tbid. XX VIII. 5 3, 2. 41 VIT. 22. 
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yduov, Epiphanius repeated about the Ebionites what he said 
about Cerinthus, to the effect that they invoked, like the 
Cerinthians, the example of Christ in circumcision.‘ Then we 
have the testimony of Origen, based, as is that of Epiphanius, 
upon Hippolytus. Origen wrote:*? secundum haec forsitan 
aliquis imperitorum requiret cadens in Ebionismum ex eo quod 
Jesus celebravit more Judaico pascha corporaliter, sicut et primam 
diem azimorum et pascha dicens, quia convenit et nos imitatores 
Christi similiter facere. Were the Ebionites invoked Jesus’ 
example for the day of keeping the feast. And Origen based 
this information upon no less an authority than Hippolytus, 
who said: “4 Aéyet (the Quarto-deciman adversary) yap ores" 
éroinge a) maoxXa O Xprrros TOTE TH mme pa Kal émaQey" Ow0 Kaye 
de? 0 OV _TpoToy O Kipuos é eTrolneey, OUTw Trowel, 

We have, therefore, Christ as the watchword of the J udaizing 
sect at Corinth, as also of the Ebionites of a later date, to 
be imitated as the minister of circumcision, the model in 
obedience to the Law. To all of whom the words of Paul 
‘are directed: uunrat wou yiverOe, cabws ray Xpirroi.” 


: 42 Panarion, XXX. 26 1, 2. 
43 In Comm. Matt. Opera. Vol. 1V. Lomatzsch, p. 406. 
44 Bunsen, Hippolytus and his Age, Vol. I, p.109. Chronicon Paschale, 
p. 12. sq. ed. Dind. Photius Cod. 121. Extract in Charteris’ Canonicity, p- 194. 
45 1 Cor. 11 1. 
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